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3German Emigration and Remigration Panel Study (GERPS): Methodology 
and Data Manual of the Baseline Survey (Wave 1)
Abstract
International migration between economically highly developed countries is a central 
component of global migration flows. Still, surprisingly little is known about the 
international mobility of the populations of these affluent societies. The aim of the 
German Emigration and Remigration Panel Study (GERPS) is to collect data to analyse the 
individual consequences of international migration as well as the consequences for the 
country of origin. GERPS is based on an origin-based multistage probability sample using 
the German population registers as a sampling frame. The realised net sample includes 
more than 11,000 persons who recently moved abroad from Germany and persons 
returning to Germany after having lived abroad. The study follows a multi-destination 
country design and allows comparative analyses of migrants and non-migrants who 
stayed in the country of origin. GERPS is a panel study with at least four waves during a 
period of at least 24 months. This documentation, however, presents the methodology 
and the data for the first wave providing the baseline survey. Detailed information is 
provided to invite external researchers to apply the new data infrastructure to their 
own research and to disseminate the innovative research design to construct migrant 
samples.
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1 Introduction 
International migration between economically highly developed countries accounts for 
a considerable proportion of global migration flows. So far, however, scholars have 
mainly investigated migration flows from less to more developed countries. Surprisingly 
little is known about the international mobility of the populations originating from 
precisely these affluent countries. Alongside a geographical broadening of migration 
studies, there is a necessity for a theoretical broadening. Whereas migration scholars 
traditionally concentrate on consequences of migration flows for receiving societies, the 
individual consequences of migration from the perspective of origin countries and over 
the life course of migrants are rarely investigated. Several spheres of migrants’ lives are 
likely to change with international movement: Working life and economic living 
conditions, partnership and family life, health and well-being, and social participation 
and relationships. However, adequate research designs that address these two – 
geographical and theoretical –omissions in migration research are the exception in 
contemporary studies on international migration. The German Emigration and 
Remigration Panel Study (GERPS) aims to address both research gaps. It is a project 
funded by the German Research Foundation (DFG) and carried out by the Federal 
Institute for Population Research and the University of Duisburg-Essen. 
GERPS contributes to the geographical broadening of migration studies by providing 
information about more than 11,000 international migrants who originate from 
Germany, a highly developed country. The main pillars of GERPS’ research design were 
extensively tested in a complex pilot study (Ette et al. 2015). The study is based on two 
probability samples drawn from the German population registers (origin-based 
sampling design). The survey follows a push-to-web design and aims to recruit German 
citizens who recently emigrated from Germany in their countries of destination 
(emigrants) as well as to recruit German citizens who recently returned from a previous 
stay abroad in Germany (remigrants). 
GERPS additionally contributes to the theoretical broadening of migration studies by 
three further characteristics of its research design. All three of them enable the analysis 
of the individual consequences of international migration. The first characteristic 
concerns temporal comparisons of individual lives before migration, with the situation 
after migration, and throughout the migration process. This longitudinal design includes 
the collection of comprehensive retrospective biographical data as well as its panel 
character with at least four measurement points during a period of two years. The second 
characteristic is its both-way design surveying recent emigrants from Germany as well 
as remigrants who recently returned to Germany in a comparative setting. The third 
characteristic is the multi-sited design. The simultaneous collection of data in several 
countries enables comparative analyses between migrants in various destinations. In 
addition, they can be compared to the reference population of German non-migrants. 
Comparative data on non-migrants is not collected within the GERPS study itself but is 
provided by the German Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) as the most durable 
representative panel study about the population in Germany (cf. Giesselmann et al. 
2019; Goebel et al. 2019; Wagner, Frick, Schupp 2007). As GERPS is realised as a 
“SOEP-related study,” the questionnaires for interviewing emigrating and remigrating 
German migrants are consequently designed so that they can be easily harmonised with 
SOEP data to support the analysis of individual consequences of international 
migration. Table 1-1 presents central methodological characteristics of GERPS. 
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Table 1-1:  German Emigration and Remigration Panel Study (GERPS): A brief 
overview 
Purpose Individual consequences of international migration for the 
life course of citizens from economically highly developed 
countries 
Project start 2018 
Initiator Federal Institute for Population Research (BIB), University 
Duisburg-Essen 
Sponsor German Research Foundation (DFG), Federal Institute for 
Population Research (BIB) 
Survey data collector Institute for Social Research and Communication (SOKO), 
Bielefeld 
Target populations International adult migrants with German citizenship who 
(1) either recently moved abroad from Germany (emigrants) 
or (2) recently returned to Germany after previously living 
abroad (remigrants) 
Sampling frames Information from Germany’s population register about 
migration events of German citizens, 20-70 years old, who 
either moved abroad from Germany, or returned from 
abroad between July 2017 and June 2018 
Sampling design Multistage stratified probability sample. First stage: 
Sampling of 81 municipalities proportional to their total 
number of emigrants and remigrants in previous years. 
Second stage: Sampling of two separate samples for 
emigrants and remigrants; one individual per household. 
Sample size 11,010 complete interviews. 4,545 interviews with persons 
living abroad (emigrants) and 6,465 interviews with 
persons who recently returned to Germany (remigrants) 
Use of interviewer None. Interviewers are only used for panel maintenance 
(e.g. updating address information) 
Mode of 
administration 
Computer-assisted web interview (CAWI); additional 
mixed-mode studies using paper-and-pencil interviews 
(PAPI) in subsamples 
Level of observation Person 
Time dimension During a period of 24 months, eligible sample members 
are invited to participate in four waves. This report 
presents only information about the baseline study (first 
wave). Fieldwork of first wave lasted from 7 November 
2018 until 11 February 2019. 
Web link https://www.gerps-project.de 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1; adapted from (Groves et al. 2004). 
This report documents the methodological approach of the first wave of GERPS and is 
structured as follows. Chapter 2 discusses the research design for studying individual 
consequences of internationally mobile persons and the probability sampling 
procedure. The structure of the questionnaires and corresponding data about the non-
mobile population in Germany is presented in Chapter 3. Chapter 4 discusses the 
questionnaire pretests before survey mode and implementation are presented in 
Chapter 5. Chapters 6 and 7 address various dimensions of data quality issues. While 
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Chapter 6 deals with unit nonresponse, Chapter 7 presents analyses of survey 
completion and item nonresponse. The preconditions for the panel study, including 
consent on panel participation and the collection of address information, are discussed 
in Chapter 8. The remaining chapters provide information on data processing 
procedures (Chapter 9) and on the development of generated variables (Chapter 10). 
The preparation of the scientific use file (SUF) is presented in Chapter 11. Chapter 12 
presents the generation of design and nonresponse weights before the data quality of 
the GERPS samples is assessed against the background of official migration statistics. 
The conclusion in Chapter 13 summarises and discusses the main findings of GERPS’ 
first wave with regard to its potential as a new and unique data source for studying inter-
national migration of individuals from highly developed countries and the 
consequences of migration across the life course. 
2 Research design and sampling procedure 
Internationally mobile individuals constitute a typical example of a “rare” (Lavrakas 
2008) and “hard to reach” (Kalton, Anderson 1986) population. Immigrants living in 
specific countries of destination constitute a comparatively small population. Once the 
population is confined to those who migrated in the previous year, we deal with a rare 
population because only a fraction of the overall population of a country is internationally 
mobile and leaves the country of birth per year. Additionally, internationally mobile 
individuals constitute a hard to reach population almost by definition. They are a highly 
dispersed population potentially living in several destination countries, which makes 
them difficult to track through conventional sampling procedures. 
Against the background of these challenges when sampling internationally mobile indi-
viduals, the following chapter first discusses previous attempts to study this population. 
Then it presents a research design, which provides the opportunity to study the 
individual consequences of international migration across migrants’ life courses. 
Finally, we present a new procedure of sampling migrants in their countries of origin 
instead of their countries of destination. 
2.1 Pitfalls of existing strategies to study internationally mobile 
populations 
National population censuses, national household surveys, and national labour force 
surveys are the most common data sources for studying international migration 
(Bilsborrow et al. 1997; Font, Méndez 2013). Although these data sources collect 
valuable information, the data they provide generally refer to the resident population 
only, including immigrants. Internationally mobile populations, including emigrants 
living abroad and remigrants who returned from abroad, rarely appear in national survey 
data. There are various reasons why emigrants and remigrants are absent from these 
data sources: Although remigrants are part of the resident population and consequently 
appear in such data sources, these data sources regularly fail to capture the fact that 
some people have previously lived abroad. The absence of emigrants from national 
survey data is a consequence – by definition – of not being part of the resident 
population that usually constitutes the sample frame of national surveys. 
In order to overcome these difficulties, recent studies have strived to set up data sources 
to study internationally mobile populations. Focusing on emigration in particular, they 
share a common approach by compiling data on immigration for major destination 
countries to get an understanding of the overall emigrant population of specific 
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countries of origin. These specific compilations are based on administrative or census 
data (e.g. Beine, Docquier, Rapoport 2006; OECD 2015). In addition, researchers have 
taken a similar approach based on major national surveys such as the European Social 
Survey (ESS) or the European Union Labour Force Survey (EULFS) to get a better 
understanding of emigrant populations (e.g. Erlinghagen 2012; Ette, Sauer 2010). One 
advantage of the compiled information is that it enables researchers to analyse 
emigrants’ socio-economic background and – using EULFS or ESS data – their living 
conditions in the destination country as well. That approach still has major 
shortcomings. Information about the situation of emigrants before they left their country 
of origin is completely missing and information about the migration process itself is 
limited. This inhibits the investigation of causes and consequences of migration 
(Groenewold, Bilsborrow 2008). Moreover, the observed emigrants in such major 
national surveys are highly selective because they only cover emigrants who still stay 
abroad but cannot – by definition – account for emigrants who previously left the 
country again. Therefore, analyses relying on this information are in danger of selectivity 
bias. These shortcomings also apply to remigrants: Some national labour force surveys 
include questions about the place of residence twelve months before, which allows the 
identification of internationally mobile persons returning to their country of origin (Martí, 
Ródenas 2007). However, the problems of missing information about the situation of 
remigrants before they returned to their country of origin and the limited information 
about the migration process itself remain. These problems reduce the potential of 
national population censuses and national surveys to study the causes and 
consequences of migration. 
The problem of selectivity as well as the problem of missing information about the 
situation before migration and the migration process itself do not exist in more specific 
new immigrant surveys that are now being conducted in many major destination 
countries (e.g. Diehl et al. 2015; Jasso et al. 2000; Prandner, Weichbold 2019; Reher, 
Requena 2009). Theoretically, the compilation approach discussed above could be 
applied to those new immigrant surveys as well. Practically speaking, these data 
collection initiatives are hardly comparable and allow only very restrictive pooling of 
data from different surveys. A final limitation of new immigrant surveys concerns 
migrants from economically highly developed countries. Most new immigrant surveys 
concentrate on immigrant groups from major countries of destination instead of 
sampling immigrants proportional to the size of their origin group. Immigration from 
economically highly developed countries, like Germany, is therefore regularly excluded 
from these otherwise rich data sources. 
Researchers have used several strategies for obtaining more information on the inter-
nationally mobile population from developed countries. A first set of strategies draws 
on survey data collected in the countries of origin of potential emigrants. These studies 
either analyse emigration and its underlying determinants by focusing on migration 
intentions (e.g. Cai et al. 2014; van Dalen, Henkens 2007), or they make use of 
retrospective questions to obtain information on temporary stays abroad after migrants 
have returned to their country of origin (e.g. Gerhards, Hans 2013; Kratz, Netz 2018). 
Data about intended behaviour are, however, only weak proxies of actual emigration 
behaviour and of actual emigration motives. Data gathered through retrospective 
questions referring to events regularly dating back many years generally suffer from 
problems of reliability and they exclude permanent emigrants altogether (cf. Kalter 
1997; Lugtig, Glasner, Boevé 2016; Smith, Thomas 2003). 
A second set of strategies aimed to sample the emigrating population directly but were 
regularly confronted with serious data quality issues. For example, surveys that focused 
on specific subgroups of emigrants such as students or academics working abroad 
generally suffer from highly selective sample frames (e.g. van Mol 2014). Emigrant 
surveys in selected destination countries have resulted in better sampling frames, at 
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least for countries with appropriate population registers. Yet, the data produced by such 
strategies appear to be highly selective as well, because most of the participating 
emigrants had been living in their respective country of destination for many years. 
Furthermore, temporary and return migrants – who have become more common 
regarding migration between developed countries – were not adequately taken into 
account by such strategies (e.g. Recchi, Favell 2009). So far, the most ambitious strategy 
that has been developed from a methodological perspective tracked participants of 
large-scale national panel surveys after they moved abroad (Schupp et al. 2008). 
However, this resulted in unsatisfactory response rates, making originally planned 
analyses impossible and calling into question this otherwise appealing research 
strategy. 
2.2 Research design to study individual consequences of international 
migration 
The strategy developed in GERPS constitutes an immediate response to the 
shortcomings of other research designs that aim to investigate individual consequences 
of international migration. It relies on an innovative and relatively new “origin-based 
sampling” (Ghimire et al. 2019: p. 4; see also Hugo 2014) approach to provide 
longitudinal survey data about the internationally migrating population between 
economically highly developed countries. The approach turns usual procedures to set 
up samples of international migrants upside down: Whereas international migrants are 
traditionally sampled in their countries of destination, this new approach samples the 
internationally mobile population in their respective countries of origin (Beauchemin, 
González-Ferrer 2011; Ghimire et al. 2019; Massey, Espinosa 1997; Parrado, 
McQuiston, Flippen 2005; Teruel, Rubalcava, Arenas 2012). 
In order to apply the origin-based sampling approach for the German Emigration and 
Remigration Panel Study, internationally mobile German citizens had to be recruited for 
participation in a population survey. With respect to remigrants, all individuals in 
Germany are legally obliged to indicate every change of their address to their local 
registration offices. If an individual moves from abroad to Germany, this information is 
stored together with information about the country where the migrant lived previously. 
This information together with the information about citizenship is available to identify 
German remigrants. With respect to emigrants, the principal idea of GERPS was to make 
use of a reform concerning Germany’s population registers (Süßmuth 2016). Previously, 
the population register documented emigrants’ countries of destination without specific 
addresses that would allow for contacting individuals abroad. Ever since that reform, 
registers now enable the identification of German emigrants and provide emigrants the 
opportunity to leave behind their new postal address in their designated country of 
destination. It is not obligatory for emigrants to provide their future address abroad, but 
there are high incentives to do so. For example, it provides them the opportunity to 
receive invitations to take part in elections in Germany as well as information about 
other administrative and welfare state-related processes. The availability and quality of 
emigrants’ postal addresses in the respective destination country was already assessed 
in a comprehensive pilot study, successfully demonstrating its principal applicability for 
sampling purposes (Ette et al. 2015). Besides this recent address abroad, the 
population register provides information about the former address in Germany. This 
address is available for all German emigrants who did not provide the registers with 
information about their recent address abroad. It can be used as an alternative contact 
option because a substantial number of emigrants are expected to arrange some 
mechanism to receive postal items and correspondence either by established 
forwarding orders offered by the Deutsche Post, other courier companies, or by personal 
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contacts with former household members or neighbours still living at the former address 
in Germany. 
Figure 2-1 presents an overview of the research design and its application of the origin-
based sampling approach. GERPS focuses on recent migration of German citizens for 
whom the register indicates that they emigrated or remigrated in the past twelve months 
before the sampling took place (“t0” in Figure 2-1). Based on the postal addresses 
provided by the registers, potential survey participants were invited offline using postal 
letters to participate online in the first wave of GERPS (“t1“ in Figure 2-1). While German 
emigrants were contacted at their recent addresses abroad, German remigrants 
– returning to Germany from abroad – were contacted at their recent addresses in 
Germany. Within the framework of GERPS, no sample of the internationally non-mobile 
population in Germany was drawn. Instead, the survey instruments used by GERPS were 
developed closely in line with the Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP). Consequently, GERPS 
data can be harmonised easily with SOEP data, which provides detailed information on 
the non-mobile German population. A further research design element of GERPS is its 
longitudinal approach. Within the panel framework of GERPS, participants are 
interviewed several times over a predefined period. Only repeated measurement of 
central variables in a comparatively short time interval allows for investigating the 
dynamics of international migration processes, as well as their individual causes and 
consequences. A minimum of three follow-up surveys will be realised after the first wave 
(“t1+x” in Figure 2-1). The conceptualisation of GERPS as a panel survey makes it 
possible to capture further movements and thereby potential multiple migrations of 
participants. Examples include remigrants in Germany who emigrate again, or emigrants 
who decide to move on to another destination country, or back to Germany (survey docu-
mentation of the follow-up waves 2, 3, and 4 will be published separately). 
Figure 2-1:  Schematic representation of the GERPS research design 
 
Source: Authors’ representation 
Compared to traditional samples of international migrants, the GERPS research design 
has four major advantages for comparative and longitudinal analyses about the 
individual consequences of international migration: 
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1. Comparative analysis of migrants and non-migrants in the origin country: 
Traditional samples of international migrants are regularly used to analyse group-
level structural integration outcomes of immigrants in comparison to natives of the 
destination country. For an analysis of the individual causes and consequences of 
migration, the destination society is not the only appropriate comparison group. 
Instead, migration-related consequences have to be studied in comparison to non-
migrants in the country of origin. It is only more recently that transnational 
approaches have suggested the study of migration in both the origin and 
destination countries. On the one hand, there are multi-sited research designs that 
sometimes include a direct link between the samples from origin and destination 
countries (Amelina, Faist 2012; Guveli et al. 2016; cf. Mazzucato 2008) and are 
mainly developed to investigate specific migrant networks connected across 
national boundaries (e.g. Massey 1987; Parrado, McQuiston, Flippen 2005; Teruel, 
Rubalcava, Arenas 2012). On the other hand, there are unmatched samples, like 
GERPS, which compare migrants in destination countries with the non-mobile 
population in their respective countries of origin. In such studies, data on non-
migrants is either sampled directly or data about the migrant sample in the country 
of destination is pooled with existing data on non-migrants (e.g. Groenewold, 
Bilsborrow 2008; Guarnizo, Portes, Haller 2003). The GERPS research design 
provides the opportunity to compare individuals who left their country of origin with 
those who did not in order to shed light on the causal relationship between 
international migration and social mobility or other individual-level consequences 
for migrants’ life course. 
2. Comparative analysis of multiple destination countries: The traditional approach to 
sampling migrants focuses on countries of destination and studies immigrant 
populations. A downside of this approach is that a survey in one destination country 
naturally only captures those emigrants who live in that particular country. Although 
international migration constitutes a highly structured process with distinct 
migration systems between a relatively small number of origin and destination 
countries, individuals migrate to countries all over the world. Consequently, 
focusing on emigrants in one destination country ignores the possibility that 
migration motives and selection mechanisms might differ between destination 
countries of emigrants from the same country of origin. Furthermore, potentially 
different paths of structural integration – responding to different opportunity 
structures offered by different countries of destination – are hardly studied within 
migrant samples concentrating only on one destination country (Ghimire et al. 
2019; Groenewold, Bilsborrow 2008). The GERPS research design turns this 
traditional approach of migration research upside down: Instead of investigating 
immigrants from a variety of countries of origin in a single destination country, it 
focuses on interviewing persons from a single country of origin in a variety of 
destination countries and provides the opportunity for comparative analyses 
between multiple destination countries. 
3. Comparative analysis of emigrants and remigrants: Migrant samples drawn in the 
traditional way in countries of destination are regularly biased because they do not 
capture the selective migration of individuals returning home (Rallu 2008). Although 
the principal need to survey both pathways of migration – emigration and 
remigration – was been acknowledged long ago, it is only more recently that 
emigration and remigration have been considered in large-scale migration surveys 
(e.g. Groenewold, Bilsborrow 2008). Both-ways migration samples avoid bias. In 
addition to the methodological advantages, there are also theoretical reasons to 
include return migrants in migrant samples. On the one hand, it provides the 
opportunity to understand migration processes from both ends, namely regarding 
the time before and after emigration, and before and after remigration. On the other 
hand, research on remigration provides information on the individual adjustment 
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processes after some time spend abroad to better understand the individual 
consequences of international migration (Fawcett, Arnold 1987). 
4. Longitudinal analysis of the individual consequences of migration across the life 
course: International migration is an event that can have far-reaching consequences 
for various dimensions in individuals’ lives, leading to diverse adjustment 
processes in countries of destination and after return. Understanding individual 
consequences of migration calls for a longitudinal research design since this is the 
only way to identify causal relationships between different variables. The GERPS 
research design with its repeated measurement of central variables within a 
comparatively short time interval allows us to understand and explain the dynamics 
of international migration processes and their consequences. An additional 
advantage of GERPS is its focus on a cohort of emigrants and remigrants whose 
migration took place within the same period. Many studies in migration research 
are confronted with methodological problems resulting from the different lengths of 
stay of immigrants in the destination country and from selective remigration. The 
experiences of a person who moved abroad only a few months ago and plans to 
return soon differ greatly to the experiences of a person who has been living in the 
destination country for several years with the intention to stay. Confronted with this 
problem, GERPS follows the experiences of some of the new immigrant surveys and 
accounts for heterogeneity in migrant experiences by concentrating on specific 
immigrant generations who arrived during the past few years only (e.g. Diehl et al. 
2015). 
2.3 Identification of migrants in the public register 
In most countries, high-quality population surveys make regular use of population 
registers to draw random samples. Using population registers is particularly established 
if researchers aim at identifying rare populations such as different migrant groups 
(Bilsborrow et al. 1997). In Germany, residents are legally required to register their 
current postal address at their local resident registration office and update this 
information within two weeks in case of a change in address. With respect to 
international migration events, population registers record whether persons moved to 
Germany from a foreign country. Similarly, in case of migration from Germany to another 
country, the population register adds the information “move from Germany to a foreign 
country” (Statistisches Bundesamt 2006). Most concretely, the following information is 
recorded by the population registers and allows for identifying and sampling migrants 
(Section 34, Federal Act on Registration, see also Lederer 2004: p. 52 ff.): 
• Surname and family name; 
• current and previous address; 
• address abroad, including country (only persons who moved abroad); 
• previous country of residence (only persons who returned from abroad); 
• date moved in or date moved out; 
• date and place of birth, including country for persons born outside Germany; 
• citizenship; 
• sex. 
Population registers primarily serve administrative purposes and therefore have a 
number of limitations that must be taken into account when they are used to sample 
migrant populations. These limitations are best discussed as potential coverage errors 
arising between the target population – the internationally migrating German population 
– and the population register as a sampling frame (Groves et al. 2004). A first potential 
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error arises because population registers document events. While person-centred 
statistics may identify several moves of one person, population registers principally 
count each change of residence as a separate case. Consequently, there is a risk of over-
coverage of mobile persons if some of them have been mobile more than once during a 
particular period. In practice, however, this does not impede data quality because 
multiple migration events of the same person can be identified (see Chapter 2.4.2 for 
relevant data cleaning procedures). A second potential over-coverage error arises 
because of deregistrations “ex officio” concerning, for example, homeless persons who 
left their former address. Technically, these persons are registered as having left 
Germany and are therefore principally counted as emigrants. Regarding the sampling in 
GERPS, migration events caused by those official deregistrations are easily identified in 
the registers and will not form part of the gross sample. 
More problematic than over-coverage are potential under-coverage errors. Population 
registers are often criticised for their failure to adequately document emigration. This 
criticism concerns in particular the problem of foreign immigrants who return to their 
countries of origin. Here, population registers seriously underestimate remigration 
because those migrants have few incentives to legally deregister before leaving. This is 
less problematic, however, if migrants hold the citizenship of their country of origin 
because their incentives are much higher to conform to legal obligations. For example, 
if households with children of school age refrained from deregistration, this would cause 
requests by the education authority. In cases of migrants holding the citizenship of their 
country of origin, emigrants have been found to be more likely to deregister upon 
departure (Poulain, Perrin, Singleton 2006). Nevertheless, it is highly likely that 
population registers still underestimate the prevalence of migration. This is particularly 
true for short-term stays abroad, for example of students in exchange years, short-term 
assignments of employers, or retired people living abroad part of the year. 
Although the true size of under-coverage is unknown, several methods exist to assess 
the potential bias when sampling migrants based on population registers. This includes, 
for one, the comparison of register information about emigration in the country of origin 
with information on immigrants in the population registers or large-scale surveys of 
destination countries (e.g. Raymer et al. 2013). In addition, large-scale population 
surveys in the countries of origin can be used to assess rates and the demographic 
structure of remigrants to control for certain bias in population registers (Ette et al. 
2008). Since the most recent reform of the Federal Act on Registration, assessing bias 
related to under-coverage is also possible by using the population register in Germany 
itself. The population register now assumes that a person moved abroad if he or she is 
no longer living at the registered address in the respective municipality and has not 
registered anywhere else in Germany (Carow, Mundil-Schwarz, Vigneau 2019; 
Statistisches Bundesamt 2019). All these persons are deregistered “ex officio” and 
official statistics label these persons as emigrants. Compared to the years before the 
reform, numbers on official emigration of German citizens therefore substantially 
increased. Previously, deregistered individuals who return to Germany after some time 
abroad are consequently reregistered as movement back to Germany from abroad. This 
new system of recording the failure of individual persons to correctly register is in-
creasing the overall level of emigration of German citizens. Likewise, numbers on official 
remigration will increase as well, because persons deregistered “ex officio” are recorded 
as “returning from abroad” in case they return after some years abroad. This is exactly 
what official figures on the international migration of German citizens show: Whereas 
the numbers of emigrants deregistered “ex officio” remains relatively stable since 2016 
(2018: 137,972 emigration events), the numbers of persons officially reregistered as 
remigrants have been increasing since 2016 (2018: 89,585 remigration events). This 
discussion shows that the actual number of emigrants and remigrants is obviously much 
higher than the number of persons correctly registering their movement to or from 
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abroad. Nevertheless, there are few indications that the people registering themselves 
compared to the ones registered “ex officio” differ fundamentally along basic 
demographic characteristics, supporting the decision to exclude deregistrations “ex 
officio” from the sample frame (see also Chapter 12.2 for a comparison between the 
demographic structures of persons who are deregistered “ex officio” with the overall 
emigrant population). 
The previous discussion shows that population registers as sample frames of 
international migrants have their limits. Coverage error may exist because not every 
member of the target population is also part of the sampling frame. Under-coverage 
thereby poses a greater problem than over-coverage. Nevertheless, using population 
registers as sampling frames provides many advantages: First, population registers 
include key demographic characteristics (e.g. sex, age, nationality), which allow the 
identification of the population of interest. Second, they allow random sampling and 
regional stratification on local and regional levels. Third, they provide valuable 
information to weigh the data and correct for potential biases. Finally, population 
registers are more cost efficient, particularly with respect to sampling rare populations 
(Careja, Bevelander 2018). The advantages of population registers outweigh the existing 
disadvantages. It is therefore not surprising that the use of the registration system as a 
sample frame for high-quality population surveys in Germany has recently been labelled 
as a “best practice” strategy (Häder 2015: p. 10; see also Zabal 2014), particularly for 
surveys dealing with rare populations (Diehl 2007; Glowsky 2013). Also internationally, 
the most promising way forward to study and sample international migrants between 
economically highly developed countries appears to be the use of surveys based on 
appropriate population registers (e.g. Poutvaara, Munk, Junge 2009). 
2.4 Sampling procedure 
Recent years have seen a trend to sample rare and hard-to-reach populations using non-
probability samples (Forgasz et al. 2017; Pötzschke, Braun 2016; Schneider, Harknett 
2019; Thornton et al. 2016). Instead, the main objective of the sampling strategy used 
for GERPS was to provide probability samples of the target population. The major 
advantage of probability samples compared to non-probability samples is their 
characteristic that the probability of being in the sample is known for all elements in the 
population and allows us to infer from the sample to the target population. The target 
population of GERPS encompasses internationally mobile German citizens. More 
specifically, two separate samples were collected – a sample of emigrants and a sample 
of remigrants. Only German citizens aged between 20 and 70 years were considered for 
the samples. 
The emigrant sample only included German citizens that deregistered in Germany 
between July 2017 and June 2018 as moving from Germany to a foreign country. 
Correspondingly, the remigrant sample only included German citizens that registered in 
Germany between July 2017 and June 2018 as moving from a foreign country to 
Germany. The sample frame is defined as the aggregation of all population registers of 
all municipalities within Germany. Sampling based on the population register in 
Germany is always a two-stage procedure, with a stepwise sampling of municipalities 
and individuals. This is because Germany’s population registers are decentralised and 
no aggregated register exists (ADM 2014; Albers 1997). 
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2.4.1 Selection of municipalities 
In Germany, population registers are also used to provide detailed statistical 
information about migration events. This information is regularly published by the 
Federal Statistical Office (Destatis 2019) and the research data centres of official 
statistics provide access to this data for detailed analyses. For GERPS, we applied this 
data to sample municipalities using data for the year 2015, which was the most recent 
data available when drawing the sample in late 2017. The sampling frame was 
constructed based on official migration statistics, restricting the sample to 20 to 70-
year-old emigrants and remigrants with German citizenship. This resulted in 105,936 
deregistrations of persons moving abroad and 82,770 registrations of persons moving 
to Germany from abroad. For practical reasons, two additional adjustments were 
necessary: First, the sample frame excluded municipalities with small numbers of 
international German migrants (i.e. < 5 emigrants and < 5 remigrants in the year 2015) 
because the number of required municipalities would have otherwise increased 
disproportionally. Second, the municipality of Friedland was dropped from the sampling 
frame to exclude the immigration of ethnic Germans (Spätaussiedler) from the sampling 
frame, constituting a completely different form of international migration that is not the 
focus of this study. In principal, ethnic Germans cannot be identified in the registers 
because they are registered as German citizens. The specific immigration regime 
regulating the movement of ethnic Germans, however, specifies that all ethnic Germans 
moving to Germany be registered for the first time in the local population register of the 
municipality of Friedland. Omitting Friedland from the sampling frame consequently 
serves a good proxy particularly to exclude ethnic Germans from the remigrant sample. 
Altogether, these restrictions reduce the number of municipalities in the sampling frame 
from 11,168 to 2,142, potentially increasing sampling errors. This obvious reduction of 
municipalities has a much smaller effect on the overall number of migration events, 
reducing them from 188,706 to 156,094 or by 17.3% (for an overview of the sampling 
process see Figure 2-2). 
Despite this restriction of the number of municipalities in the sampling frame, the 
distribution of emigrants and remigrants along the municipalities in Germany remains 
highly skewed, with a comparatively large portion originating from urban areas and a 
much smaller share from rural areas. In response, a stratified random sampling 
approach differentiating two sampling procedures was applied (Lohr 2010: p. 73 ff.). A 
first sampling procedure determined that the ten municipalities with the highest number 
of international migrants in 2015 (i.e. total number of 20 to 70-year-old emigrants and 
remigrants with German citizenship) are part of the sample of municipalities. Within 
those ten municipalities a fixed share of remigrants and emigrants are sampled based 
on simple random sampling (see Chapter 2.4.3). All ten municipalities provided the 
respective data. 
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Figure 2-2:  Sampling process 
 
Source: Authors’ representation 
A second sampling procedure consisted of the remaining municipalities of the sample 
frame, of which 60 municipalities were sampled in a first step. These municipalities were 
sampled randomly and proportional to the total number of international movements in 
2015. Germany’s federal states were used as strata to control for regionally proportional 
sampling. A balanced sampling algorithm was applied which approximates the 
weighted number of international movements in 2015 to the sampling frame (Tillé 
2006). Additionally, for all 60 municipalities, statistical neighbours were determined for 
the case that individual municipalities were not able to deliver data. From a sample-
theoretical point of view, statistical neighbours are similar to the actually sampled 
municipalities regarding the total number of international movements and their 
geographical location in the federal states. From the 60 municipalities, 36 population 
registration offices delivered complete data with information about emigrants, 
remigrants, and corresponding postal addresses. The other 24 municipalities that did 
not provide the required data were replaced with their statistical neighbour. From the 
list of remaining statistical neighbours, an additional sample of eleven municipalities 
was sampled to increase the original gross sample. Following this sampling process, the 
final sample contained 81 municipalities, which represent the basis for building the 
gross sample of German emigrants and remigrants. 
2.4.2 Data cleaning procedures of register data 
Register data from all 81 municipalities were consolidated into a single data set 
including both samples – emigrants and remigrants. Before the data were cleaned, all 
formats were harmonised, including a standard date format for all dates, differences 
between numerical and string formats, and translations of strings (spelling of countries, 
etc.). The subsequent data cleaning included the exclusion of ineligible cases. This 
included entries that were either outside the sampling frame, marked with a lock flag, 
died between the date of the event and the sampling date, or where basic information 
was missing completely. 
A next data cleaning procedure included the identification and subsequent exclusion of 
duplets. This data cleaning procedure is specific to the sampling procedure of GERPS: 
In general, each person in the population register represents one unit of the target 
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population. Instead, the emigration and remigration samples concentrate on events 
during a particular time frame and the data received from the municipalities 
consequently describe populations of events (Groves et al. 2004: p. 82). The 
identification of duplets included in particular cases of multiple migration events, i.e. 
when the same person emigrated and remigrated during the sample period. These cases 
were identified through identical municipalities, names, and birth years. Although the 
incidence of several international movements within one year is comparatively low, the 
data was cleaned and, in case of several moves by the same individual, only the most 
recent event was retained. 
A next data cleaning procedure included the identification and subsequent exclusion of 
duplets. This data cleaning procedure is specific to the sampling procedure of GERPS: 
In general, each person in the population register represents one unit of the target 
population. Instead, the emigration and remigration samples concentrate on events 
during a particular time frame and the data received from the municipalities 
consequently describe populations of events (Groves et al. 2004: p. 82). The 
identification of duplets included in particular cases of multiple migration events, i.e. 
when the same person emigrated and remigrated during the sample period. These cases 
were identified through identical municipalities, names, and birth years. Although the 
incidence of several international movements within one year is comparatively low, the 
data was cleaned and, in case of several moves by the same individual, only the most 
recent event was retained. Table 2 1 reports the number of cases lost at several stages 
of data cleaning and sampling. The 81 sampled municipalities provided us with data 
about 63,526 migration events. In total, we dropped 6,992 events for being ineligible 
cases or because of multiple migration events. 
A final data cleaning procedure concerned the editing of postal addresses. The 
information about addresses in Germany was generally of high quality because this 
information is legally required and the population registers record them in a predefined 
format largely identical across all sampled municipalities. In the case of remigrants, the 
data cleaning procedure checked that all identified individuals are contacted at their 
recent German addresses. This procedure was necessary because of the sampled 
population of events discussed previously: Remigrants potentially moved between the 
date when they registered after returning from abroad and the sampling date. In the case 
of moves within the same municipality, the data provided by the population registers 
ensured that only the most recent postal address was specified. For subsequent 
movements into another municipality in Germany, however, municipalities tried to 
provide us with the current address of those individuals. 
  
 28 
Table 2-1:  Results of register data cleaning procedures and sampling of individuals 
 
Emigrants Remigrant
s 
Total 
Recent 
foreign 
address 
Former 
German 
address 
Recent 
German 
address 
Data on migration events provided 
by 81 municipalities 
36,489 27,037 63,526 
Cleaning     
Ineligible cases, multiple 
migration events 
-737 -4,025 -2,230 -6,992 
Sampling     
Multi-person households -168 -1,289 -1,757 -3,214 
Pretest sample -144 -1,981 -489 -2,614 
Simple random sampling in ten 
municipalities with most 
emigrants and remigrants in 2015 
- -1,872 -1,120 -2,992 
Gross sample 9,446 16,827 21,441 47,714 
Note: Based on data protection regulations, nine individuals requested the deletion of their data 
from the data set. 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
In the case of emigrants, a more extensive data cleaning procedure was necessary 
because the indication of the address abroad is not obligatory and, in particular, 
because in many cases population registers did not comply with the predefined format 
to record international postal addresses. Consequently, a two-step procedure was 
developed: In a first step, an automated procedure – focusing in particular on the 
presence of numerical characters in the provided address information – identified 
11,658 potential foreign addresses. In a second step, a manual procedure checked 
these potential foreign addresses and identified 1,900 foreign addresses as invalid or 
incomplete because they missed the indication of a street or a post-office box in 
combination with a municipality and a country. In case of doubt, foreign addresses were 
evaluated as potentially valid in order to avoid selectivity in the data cleaning procedure. 
Overall, 9,758 recent foreign addresses were identified that could be used for the 
subsequent sampling of individuals. In the case of missing or fragmentary foreign 
addresses, former German addresses were used as alternative contact options. This 
concerns the postal addresses where the individuals lived before they moved abroad. 
They were used with the expectation that a substantial number of emigrants had 
arranged some mechanism to receive postal items and correspondence either by 
established forwarding orders offered by the Deutsche Post, other courier companies, or 
by personal contacts with former household members or neighbours still living at the 
former address in Germany. 
2.4.3 Clustered sampling of individuals 
The final step of the sampling procedure concerns the sampling of individuals. The data 
cleaning procedure excluded not only ineligible cases but also all cases of multiple 
migration events resulting in a data set describing a population of individuals with every 
entry now defining one person instead of one event. Furthermore, all individuals only 
belong to one of the two samples – either emigrants or remigrants. Finally, the data 
cleaning procedure ensured that every individual would be contacted at the postal 
address providing the potentially highest chance of accessibility. For the remigrant 
sample, this implies that only the most recent postal addresses in Germany was used. 
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For the emigrant sample, the data cleaning procedure differentiates between two 
contact options: first, the recent foreign address and second, the former German 
address. The latter address is only used if the former is missing completely or is 
fragmentary. 
The sampling of individuals includes three separate sampling steps (see Table 2-1). The 
first step concerns the selection of only one individual in each household. By definition, 
the register data provided by the municipalities potentially encompasses several 
household members if they satisfy the definition of the sample frame. In order to identify 
multi-person households, information about the kind of event (emigration or 
remigration), the event date, and all available address information were consulted. 
Through these criteria, 3,214 cases were dropped for living in multi-person households. 
Almost half of them lived in households with two individuals migrating simultaneously 
(48%), another half lived in households with three individuals migrating simultaneously 
(48%), and in the rest more than three individuals migrated together. In all cases of 
multi-person households, only one person was randomly sampled from each 
household. Although the population register in Germany principally includes 
information about the household structure, this information can only be used for 
sampling procedures executed by the municipalities themselves. Because of data 
protection issues, this additional household information was not available to us. As a 
consequence of these limitations, our procedure may have erroneously deleted 
observations that actually did not live in the same household but had identical 
addresses and identical migration event dates (false positives). In addition, we may 
have failed to identify moves from the same household or to the same household if the 
spelling of addresses differed between individuals with identical addresses and 
migration dates (false negatives). Other forms of false negatives include individuals who 
moved abroad from identical households (emigrants) or came back from abroad to 
identical households (remigrants) at varying dates. These forms of false positives or 
false negatives could be principally eliminated by a more advanced sampling procedure 
conducted by the municipalities. Some remaining forms of multi-person households 
would need register data of the country of destination: This includes emigrants who 
moved together in one household abroad but did not live together in one household 
before migration. Similarly, remigrants who lived together before migration but are now 
living in separate households in Germany could not be identified. Overall, however, 
hardly any indication exists that the applied procedure to identify multi-person 
households actually produced any significant sampling error. 
A second sampling step concerned the pretest (see Chapter 4 for more information). In 
order to set up a pretest panel, random samples of overall 2,614 emigrants and 
remigrants were drawn. Finally, a third sampling step included drawing a simple random 
sample of individuals within the group of ten municipalities with the highest number of 
emigrants and remigrants in 2015 resulting in an additional 2,992 cases not included 
in the gross sample. Originally, a smaller sampling fraction was planned for those ten 
municipalities but was subsequently increased to raise the potential number of 
evaluable interviews in the study. In the remaining 71 municipalities, we applied cluster 
sampling, i.e. we sampled all individuals who remained after the data cleaning and 
sampling procedure to form the gross sample for the study. In total, the gross sample 
produced includes 47,714 individuals, which consist of 9,446 emigrants with recent 
foreign addresses, 16,827 emigrants with former German addresses and 21,441 
remigrants. Data from the population register was used to calculate design weights 
controlling all aspects of the sampling process (see Chapter 12.1 for more information 
about the weighting procedure). 
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3 Questionnaire development 
One central task of GERPS was to collect data from both emigrants and remigrants, 
allowing comparisons between the two groups. For this reason, the questionnaire was 
kept as identical as possible for both groups. This includes questions on various topics, 
including items on socio-structural characteristics as well as questions that explore the 
subjective attitudes, motives, and feelings of the respondents. This basic questionnaire 
was extended by specific questions focusing on the different situations of emigrants 
and remigrants either before or after the migration event. The overall strategy of 
operationalising questions was primarily based on current scientific studies and 
research questions as well as our pilot study (theory-driven approach). Still, as GERPS 
aims to allow analyses on the individual consequences of migration, our strategy was to 
generate a data set allowing valid comparisons with the German resident population 
based on comparable data of established surveys such as the SOEP (data-driven 
approach). 
3.1 Structure of the questionnaires 
The questionnaires of both surveys were divided into different thematic blocks (Table 3-1) 
and respondents were surveyed chronologically according to these blocks. Every 
interview started with a screening page (see Chapter 5.2.2) to determine whether 
respondents still have the migration status (emigrant or remigrant) that was deduced 
from information in the population register on which our survey sample was based (see 
Figure 5-10 in Chapter 5.2.2). The main reason for this approach was to verify and 
update the knowledge about the current migration status of the respondents. This was 
necessary because up to 20 months (between July 2017 – the earliest registered 
migration date in the population registers – and February 2019 – the end of the fieldwork 
of the survey in wave) could have elapsed between the last documented migration and 
the interview. Thus, respondents could have remigrated to Germany or onmigrated to 
another country in between. If that was the case, the respondents were automatically 
forwarded to the respective questionnaire. 
After this status check, the initial survey started. It began with questions focusing on the 
arrival at their present place of residence and on their migration motives. Elucidating the 
personal situation and living conditions before the last international migration of our 
respondents was a central target of wave 1. Therefore, a number of retrospective 
questions were asked within the first thematic blocks of the survey. Here, the situation 
around three months before moving and the decision process to move abroad was 
reconstructed. This increases the analytical promise of wave 1 by adding the possibility 
of a longitudinal analysis (“Proxy” Wave 0 and Wave 1). After that, possible future 
onmigration intentions or return migration intentions, followed by questions about the 
current life situation, general standard demographic characteristics, as well as 
personality traits and life satisfaction of the respondents were surveyed. At the end of 
the survey, an open-ended question asking for remarks, comments, or suggestions 
concerning the project or the questionnaire was implemented. 
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Table 3-1:  Thematic structure of the questionnaires 
 Emigrant questionnaire Remigrant questionnaire 
1 Your move abroad Your move to Germany 
2 Your motives and reasons for leaving 
Germany 
Your motives and reasons for your 
last move to Germany 
3 Your life situation before leaving 
Germany 
Your life situation before your move 
to Germany 
4 The decision for your last emigration 
from Germany 
The decision for your last move to 
Germany 
5 Your housing situation before leaving 
Germany 
Your housing situation before moving 
(back) to Germany 
6  Your language skills 
7 Your employment before leaving 
Germany 
Your employment before moving to 
Germany 
8 Your departure from Germany  
9 Planned duration of your stay abroad Your previous and planned future 
stays abroad 
10 Your previous long-term stays abroad Your previous long-term stays abroad 
11 Leaving your current country of 
residence or returning to Germany 
Your future plans to go abroad 
12 Your current life situation Your current life situation 
13 Your current housing situation Your current housing situation 
14 Your contacts to friends and relatives Your contacts to friends and relatives 
15 Your personal situation compared to 
the situation before you left Germany 
Your personal situation compared to 
the situation before your move to 
Germany 
16 Your current employment situation Your current employment situation 
17 Your current financial situation Your current financial situation 
18 General questions about your person General questions about your person 
19 Your language skills  
20 Information about your partner Information about your partner 
21 Some questions about your parents Some questions about your parents 
22 Some questions about your attitudes, 
personality and well-being 
Some questions about your attitudes, 
personality and well-being 
23 Feedback on the survey Feedback on the survey 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
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3.2 Comparing internationally mobile and non-mobile populations 
As introduced above, a central task of GERPS is to create an opportunity to compare the 
group of international mobile Germans with the group of (non-mobile) German residents 
in as many fields as possible (e.g. socio-demographic structure, personality, life 
situation). For the approach of questionnaire development and question 
operationalisation, this means that in addition to a theory-driven approach the 
instrument devolvement strategy was also data oriented. In that sense, questions in 
GERPS – wherever possible and important – were based on the operationalisation of 
existing established national and international surveys.  
3.2.1 SOEP-related study: Enhancing the comparability with the non-mobile 
population 
GERPS was realised as a so-called “SOEP-related study” in order to permit a comparison 
with the non-mobile population of Germany covered by the German Socio-Economic 
Panel (SOEP). The SOEP is a wide-ranging representative longitudinal study of private 
households conducted by the German Institute for Economic Research (DIW). Every year 
since 1984, around 30,000 respondents in nearly 11,000 households are interviewed 
in Germany. Some of the many topics include household composition, occupational 
biographies, employment, earnings, health, and satisfaction indicators (Goebel et al. 
2019; Wagner, Frick, Schupp 2007). Therefore, wherever possible and reasonable, 
questions from the SOEP were incorporated such that experiences, personal 
characteristics, and life situations of the international mobile group covered by GERPS 
could be compared with their non-mobile counterparts covered by the SOEP. In sum, 66 
of the SOEP database are comparable to the remigration questionnaire and 63 
questions are comparable to the emigration questionnaire, respectively. These 
questions cover various fields such as the personal situation of the respondents (e.g. 
partnership, material status, (intergenerational) family situation and friendships, 
socioeconomic status, migration background), educational and occupational activity, 
and previous and further migration intention. Additional analysis potential results from 
the inclusion of questions on the subjective assessment of health status, life 
satisfaction, different attitudes and personality traits of the interviewees, which are 
regularly included in the SOEP (Beierlein et al. 2014; Dehne, Schupp 2007). In most 
cases, this allows us to compare the GERPS data of emigrants or remigrants with little to 
no coding efforts to the SOEP data. Finally, yet still important, due to generated variables 
on educational attainment (ISCED/CASMIN), professional activity (ISCO, KLDB), 
migration background, and other life circumstances (see Chapter 10 on generated 
variables in GERPS), comparisons to and matchings with other data sets are possible 
(see Chapter 3.2.2). 
3.2.2 Additional surveys as frames for questions and bases for comparisons 
Since the target group of international mobile Germans is a specific group possessing 
particular life situations and lifestyles that are different from non-mobile persons in 
various aspects, we additionally operationalised questions beyond the SOEP. In order to 
produce comparative data, we used other established surveys in addition to the SOEP as 
references, such as: 
• German General Social Survey (ALLBUS) 
• European Social Survey (ESS) 
• GESIS Panel 
• Transitions and Old Age Potentials (TOP) 
• National Educational Panel Study (NEPS) 
 33 
• Survey of the German Academic Exchange Service about course recognition after 
studying abroad (DAAD Studierendenbefragung 2017) 
• The Survey of Health, Ageing and Retirement in Europe (SHARE) 
• Working and Learning in a Changing World (ALWA) 
However, as the group of international mobiles is a very specific and understudied 
group, it was not possible to cover all specific aspects relevant to this baseline survey 
based on established questions that have been used previously in other surveys. For 
these aspects, we had to ask specific questions without any direct possibility of 
comparison with established survey data sources. These were about 48 questions in 
both versions of the questionnaire. These 48 questions cover in particular the following 
topics: 
• The country emigrants currently live or remigrants have lived in; 
• the motives for international mobility; 
• the living situation three months before the move (within the four different life 
domains, mainly employment and income, partnership and family); 
• a self-rated evaluation of the development of the personal situation in these life 
domains compared to the situation three month before the move; 
• respondent’s migration history and migration intentions. 
All of these questions were developed based on a strict theory-driven approach and 
therefore based on the state of research in these specific areas. Moreover, some of these 
questions had already been tested in the pilot study (Ette et al. 2015). Additionally, all 
questions had been tested within all different stages of the pretest (see Chapter 4). 
3.3 Recording paradata, panel consent and address information 
At the beginning of the technical implementation (i.e. the programming of the online 
questionnaires), we examined in which form additional paradata may be recorded. 
Furthermore, we checked which technical features and additional expenses would be 
necessary. Finally, we reviewed how additional expenses might be justified by the value 
or usability of the data. After (technical) examination and cost-benefit analysis, the 
following paradata were finally technically implemented and recorded: 
• Duration and time of participation, 
• number of times survey window is active, 
• duration survey window is active, 
• type of browser, browser name, language, and version, 
• screen orientation and zoom, 
• connection type, 
• “referrer” URL, and 
• IP address (anonymised after participation). 
Complementary to the questions, JavaScripts were created to query paradata at the 
beginning and end of the questionnaire. Among other things, these scripts were used to 
determine which browser the respondent used to answer the online questionnaire and 
the device’s screen resolution. In addition, three JavaScripts were inserted per question 
page to query paradata. For each block of questions, paradata was used to determine 
how often and for how long a respondent had temporarily left a questionnaire page and 
how long they had stayed on a questionnaire page. 
After completing the survey, respondents were asked if they were willing to take part in 
a future survey wave within the scope of the project. The formal and legal requirements 
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of the data protection concept were followed. The willingness to take part in a future 
GERPS survey was inquired separately. All respondents who agreed to be contacted 
again were asked for a valid and up-to-date e-mail address through which they would 
like to be contacted. In addition, the respondents were given the opportunity to choose 
other channels of contact – such as postal or phone contact – and to provide those 
contact details. 
Additionally, in order to motivate the respondents for survey participation and panel 
consent, an incentive strategy was developed based on the state of research (for details 
on this strategy see Chapter 5.2.4). In accordance with the formal and legal 
requirements of the data protection concept, a separate form was programmed to ask 
for the contact data to issue the incentives. All respondents who did not want to forgo 
or donate their incentive were asked for a valid and up-to-date e-mail address that could 
be used to send the incentive. 
4 Pretest 
All survey instruments and survey implementation aspects were tested intensively 
within a multi-stage pretest. This is a necessary and essential step in the development 
of the survey. The pretest helps to determine the strengths and weaknesses of the 
questionnaire concerning question format, wording, and order. Therefore, the focus is 
on the (technical) function on the one hand and on how people are answering our 
questions on the other hand. 
4.1 Technical and cognitive pretests 
The individual survey tools were first pretested technically. The primary objective was to 
test and control the filters. To conduct the technical pretest, project members reviewed 
and tested the layout, wording, and filters of the surveys as well as the structure, quality, 
and format of the collected data. All comments, questions, and suggestions were 
centrally documented and subsequently implemented. This procedure had to ensure 
that all filters were placed correctly and that respondents were taken through the 
questionnaire as intended. 
After the technical pretest, a cognitive pretest was conducted. The aim of the cognitive 
pretest was to assess the relevance of the questionnaire and to get a better awareness 
of the thoughts of the specific target group of international mobile people. The approach 
of a multi-stage pretest combining technical, ordinary, and cognitive interviews has 
become very common in recent decades (cf. Presser et al. 2004). For this purpose, 35 
people were recruited who are part of the target population (Germans who either 
currently live or have lived abroad and moved back to Germany) or experts in a field 
relevant to the project (e.g. survey methodologists or migration researchers). The 
selected people were invited to participate in the survey as part of the cognitive pretest 
and each respondent was sent a link and a personal password to access the survey. 
After each question, respondents were able to leave a comment on the questions as a 
whole, the wording of the question, and the response categories within a web probing 
field (Behr et al. 2017; Willis 2018). After the cognitive pretest, the questionnaire was 
revised and finalised according to the comments given by the testers. 
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4.2 Set-up of pretest panel 
One aim of the realistic pretest was to quantify response behaviour and survey length 
based on a small but realistic sample. Another aim was to test the entire methodological 
procedure, particularly the technical infrastructure but also all survey implementation 
processes. To achieve these goals and against the background of the upcoming survey 
waves, it was necessary to establish a sufficient sample of pretest respondents. 
Accordingly, the methodological procedure was executed closely based on the 
procedure planned for the main study. After the realistic pretest, further changes to the 
questionnaire were introduced. This included adjusting and standardising individual 
scales, changing the question order and the wording of questions, but in particular 
deleting entire questions to reduce the length and burden of respondents. 
4.2.1 Sampling and recruitment process 
The sampling process for the pretest panel and the procedure for the invitation and re-
minder letters were largely in line with the main study of the baseline survey. The gross 
sample for the realistic pretest consisted of 2,614 people who were invited on 27 
September 2018 to participate in the survey. The letter included a hyperlink to the 
landing page of the GERPS questionnaire, a personal password, a QR code, information 
on the incentives (a lottery of 500 euros), and data protection information largely in line 
with the information used in the final study (see Chapter 15.1). In addition to informing 
respondents about the study and inviting them to take part in the survey, information 
on data protection was enclosed. This information on data protection informed 
respondents about how addresses were selected, as well as about the legal basis of 
data protection, the structure and procedure of the study, and the voluntary nature of 
the survey. 
4.2.2 Interview duration 
For the 157 people who completely participated in the pretest of the remigrant question-
naire, the average completion time was 50.9 minutes and the median 29.7 minutes. For 
the 151 people who completely participated in the pretest of the emigrant questionnaire 
the average completion time was 48.4 minutes and the median 25.3 minutes. 
4.2.3 Response rates 
Table 4-1 provides an overview of the response rates in the pretest for both samples – 
emigrants and remigrants. Overall, 289 persons participated in the pretest, of which 253 
completed the survey. Thus, the response rates of the pretest were below those of the 
main survey and the methodological adjustments (e.g. improved invitation letter, new 
“landing-page” for the respondents, shorter questionnaire) positively influenced 
response. 
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Table 4-1:  Response rates by pretest sample 
 Emigrants Remigrants Total 
Recent foreign 
address 
Former German 
address 
Recent German 
address 
 
N % N % N % N % 
Gross sample 144 100.0 1,981 100.0 489 100.0 2,614 100.0 
Complete interviews 30 20.8 114 5.8 109 22.3 253 9.7 
Note: The definition of “complete interviews” differs from its meaning in the remainder of this 
report where it is based on AAPOR standards (cf. Chapter 7). In the pretest, “complete interview” 
refers to participants who retrieved the final page of the questionnaire irrespective of item 
nonresponse. 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
4.2.4 Consent to pretest panel participation and the collection of address 
information 
Table 4-2 and Table 4-3 provide an overview of the willingness to take part in a future 
survey and the type of contact details provided. Overall, 88.9%, i.e. 225 out of 253 
people who participated completely in the survey declared their willingness to take part 
in a future survey. All 225 people provided an e-mail address, 27 provided a phone 
number, and 37 a postal mail address. 
Table 4-2:  Availability of panel consent by pretest sample 
 
Emigrants Remigrants Total 
Recent foreign 
address 
Former German 
address 
Recent German 
address 
 
N % N % N % N % 
Complete interviews 30 100.0 114 100.0 109 100.0 253 100.0 
Panel consent         
   Yes 26 86.7 100 87.7 99 90.8 225 88.9 
   No 2 6.7 10 8.8 4 3.7 16 6.3 
   n.a. 2 6.7 4 3.5 6 5.5 12 4.7 
Note: The definition of “complete interviews” differs from its meaning in the remainder of this 
report where it is based on AAPOR standards (cf. Chapter 7). In the pretest, “complete interview” 
refers to participants who retrieved the final page of the questionnaire irrespective of item 
nonresponse. 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
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Table 4-3:  Availability of address information by pretest sample 
 
Emigrants Remigrants Total 
Recent foreign 
address 
Former German 
address 
Recent German 
address 
 
N % N % N % N % 
Panel consent 26 100.0 100 100.0 99 100.0 225 100.0 
Address information         
   E-mail address 
provided 
26 100.0 100 100.0 99 100.0 225 100.0 
   Phone number 
provided 
1 3.8 14 14.0 12 12.1 27 12.0 
   Mail address provided 5 19.2 17 17.0 15 15.2 37 16.4 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
4.2.5 Maintenance of the pretest panel 
On 28 February 2019, an e-mail was sent to all 225 respondents who participated com-
pletely or partially in the realistic pretest, declared their consent to take part in future 
survey waves, and provided an e-mail address to maintain the pretest panel. The three 
winners of the lottery received a specific e-mail informing them about their prize and 
thanked for their participation. All others received an e-mail to also thank them for their 
participation. This intermediate contact of the pretest panel was also used to test the 
quality of the addresses submitted by our pretest participants, and existing problems of 
get identified by mail hosts as junk mail. E-mails including an unsubscribe option are 
generally regarded by mail hosts as more trustworthy (Schwarz 2017). E-mail messages 
were consequently adapted with half of them including a direct and easy option to 
unsubscribe from the study, whereas the other half received the message without an easy 
and direct option to unsubscribe. The aim was to test whether an easy and direct option 
to unsubscribe in the e-mail leads to an increase in the dropout rate. Table 4-4 shows an 
overview of the delivery protocol of this panel maintenance mailing showing an overall 
very high delivery rate of potential panel participants and no effect of the unsubscribe link. 
Of 225 people who provided an e-mail address, 220 could be reached, i.e. the e-mail could 
be delivered. Only five people could not be reached, i.e. in these cases the e-mails could 
not be delivered. Consequently, this link was applied in the main study as well. 
Table 4-4:  Delivery protocol of panel maintenance mailing 
 No unsubscribe 
option 
     Unsubscribe 
option 
Total 
 
N % N % N % 
Delivery successful 109 98.2 108 97.3 220 97.8 
Delivery unsuccessful 2 1.8 3 2.7 5 2.2 
   Failed connection to mail host 0 0.0 1 0.9 1 0.4 
   Address not accepted by mail 
host 
2 1.8 0 0.0 2 0.9 
   Invalid line 0 0.0 1 0.9 1 0.4 
   Address has incorrect syntax 0 0.0 1 0.9 1 0.4 
Total 111 100.0 111 100.0 225 100.0 
Note: There is a (technical) possibility that individual e-mails that were not delivered directly 
because of a blocked e-mail address or a rejection by the receiving server (“soft bounce”) may 
have been delivered at a later point in time, e.g. if the “rejection” or the blocking was lifted. 
Unfortunately, these individual cases cannot (technically) be recorded, so that “non-deliverability” 
has to be assumed. 
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5 Survey mode and survey implementation 
5.1 Survey modes and mixed-mode approaches 
There are several modes for conducting standardised surveys. Usually, personal 
interviews (“face-to-face surveys”), postal surveys (“mail surveys”), telephone surveys, 
and web surveys are differentiated. All of these modes have several advantages and 
disadvantages (for an overview see Couper 2011; Jacob, Heinz, Décieux 2019; Schnell, 
Hill, Esser 2013). Within recent decades, we additionally encounter approaches that can 
be characterised as mixed-mode designs. In this context, two main approaches are 
distinguished. The first approach concerns a change of mode throughout the contact 
phase, for example, an advance notification letter announcing a subsequent personal 
face-to-face interview. The second approach concerns a mix of modes during the data 
collection phase, for example, offering respondents an option to choose between a 
telephone or a web interview (De Leeuw 2018; De Leeuw, Berzelak 2016). Nowadays, 
such mixed-mode designs are increasingly used (Dillman 2017). The main reasons to 
consider mixed-mode approaches are to enhance the coverage of the sample and 
reduce nonresponse errors, improve timeliness, and reduce costs. The decision to find 
the “right” mode for a study depends on several aspects such as topic, target group, 
availability of information, budget, field period, and time frame of the project.  
5.1.1 Mixed-mode: Offline contact and online response 
For GERPS, the choice of mode was made based on exactly these requirements. As 
already successfully tested in the pilot study (Ette et al. 2015), the main study of GERPS 
was realised applying a mixed-mode survey with differences between contact mode and 
survey response mode (De Leeuw 2018). Respondents were recruited via a postal 
invitation letter and two postal reminder letters, suggesting respondents to use a web 
survey. This design offers the possibility to combine advantages of offline mail 
recruitment (Sakshaug, Vicari, Couper 2019) with the benefits of an online survey 
(Cernat, Lynn 2017; Evans, Mathur 2018; Lee et al. 2018). 
Concerning the recruitment of a representative sample, literature suggests that address-
based register random sampling is usually the best strategy (Blom et al. 2017; Cornesse, 
Bosnjak 2018; Lynn et al. 2018; Sakshaug, Cernat, Raghunathan 2019; Sugie 2016). 
Thus, the sampling frame of GERPS aims to provide representative coverage of 
internationally mobile Germans. Regarding the advantages of an online survey, the web 
mode offers plenty of possibilities in programming (e.g. dependent interviewing), survey 
presentation, visual transmission and admission as well as lower costs, plus quicker and 
more valid responses (Décieux, Hoffmann 2014; Eggs, Jäckle 2015; Evans, Mathur 2018; 
Jacob, Heinz, Décieux 2019). For the group of emigrants, the lower costs and the quicker 
field process were particularly relevant, since sending questionnaires and a stamped 
return envelope, or conducting the interviews via telephone would have been very cost-
intensive. Even more so, sending interviewers to all countries of the world to interview our 
respondents would have been unrealistic, cost-intensive, and time-consuming. 
Additionally, compared to interviewer-administered surveys, respondents of an online 
survey are assumed more honest in their responses, particularly to sensitive questions. 
For respondents, the online mode brings the advantage that they can start and proceed 
with the survey at any time and place that is most convenient for them such as their 
home PC or directly on their mobile devices (Evans, Mathur 2018). Additionally, similar 
response rates can be expected for online surveys as for purely postal surveys and 
response rates for telephone survey are decreasing (Cernat, Lynn 2017; Couper, Coutts 
2006; Weigold, Weigold, Natera 2018). Recent studies show that online surveys offering 
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the option of answering the survey via smartphones may have advantages compared to 
interviews or other survey methods if participants such as international mobiles are hard 
to reach (Sugie 2016). However, the online mode also possesses disadvantages (Jacob, 
Heinz, Décieux 2019). Due to societal differences in internet usage and access, internet 
surveys are generally associated with the risk of increased selectivity of the survey 
participants – related to a coverage error. Concerning GERPS, this is especially the case 
due to differences in infrastructure (internet availability and speed, mobile coverage, 
etc.) within the different countries and regions where the respondents of the emigrant 
sample live. On average, internet users are, for example, younger and better educated 
than the total population (Schlosser, Mays 2018; Schnell 2012). 
This means that corresponding biases can also be expected among the participants of 
internet surveys. With respect to the total survey error, these biases can result in 
sampling errors or nonresponse errors (Jacob, Heinz, Décieux 2019; Schnell, Hill, Esser 
2013). As we drew our sample based on Germany’s population register, the specific 
sampling problems of online surveys do not play a central role in the research design. 
Nevertheless, biases due to lower response rates from less internet-affine subgroups 
cannot be ruled out. However, internet access is continuously increasing (Décieux, 
Heinen, Willems 2018) and increased internet affinity can generally be assumed in the 
case of internationally mobile individuals. Furthermore, internationally mobile Germans 
are also younger and better educated than the German population as a whole, which 
means that higher proportions of international migrants are likely to be able to use the 
internet and thus participate in an online survey (Ette, Sauer 2010). In addition, older or 
lesser-educated international migrants can also be expected to use the internet more 
frequently than non-mobile persons of the same age and educational level do. For 
example, online communication opportunities are frequently used to maintain contacts 
to home or former emigration countries (Mau, Mewes 2007). 
5.1.2 Testing sequential and concurrent mixed-mode designs 
Following response theory, the switch from offline invitation to online survey mode can 
be seen as a critical event, since the burden to participate is higher and, consequently, 
the risk of losing survey participants increases (Groves, Singer, Corning 2000). In the 
case of our main study, this critical event is when respondents receive the invitation 
letter offline via postal mail and are asked to participate in the survey by going online 
and answering the web survey (Dillman 2017). For example, this step is critical for 
subgroups that do not have devices to proceed with this questionnaire online or for 
respondents who experience this mode switch as complicated or burdensome as they 
additionally have to type the link of the survey and to log in with their code. In both 
cases, this would result in a higher risk of a systematic coverage error. 
To reflect whether this step is actually critical – in terms of systematically losing 
respondents – and to check whether alternative approaches might advance data 
quality, particularly with respect to less internet oriented populations, we developed two 
methodological studies: The first approach uses a “concurrent mixed-mode design” and 
the second one is a mix of a “sequential” and a “concurrent mixed-mode design” (De 
Leeuw, Berzelak 2016), where respondents are offered two or more modes at the same 
time and thus are given a choice. 
1. Concurrent mixed-mode design: A unified paper questionnaire was enclosed with 
1,000 randomly selected letters of invitation to remigrants and the respondents 
could choose whether to participate in web or paper mode from the beginning of the 
recruitment period. 
2. Sequential mixed-mode design: A group of 1,000 randomly selected remigrants got 
an invitation and a first reminder letter similar to the main study. Then, a paper 
questionnaire was attached to the second reminder letter. At this stage, 
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respondents could choose whether to participate online or use the paper 
questionnaire. Thus, this approach can be interpreted as a sequential design, as 
the first two contacts aimed at pushing the respondents to use our web survey. A 
concurrent design offering web and PAPI mode was used only in the last contact 
attempt. 
To test the concurrent and sequential mixed-mode design, a PAPI version of the online 
questionnaire was created (see also Chapter 6.3.2). Based on the finalised online 
version, the questionnaire was adjusted and designed to fit the paper version. Even 
though the paper version should be identical to the online version in theory, in practice 
individual formulations, question types, and filters (which can be technically 
implemented within the framework of the online surveys) had to be adjusted for the 
written paper survey. In addition, it was decided that some questions, in particular the 
sections focusing on specific groups defined by their recent main activity (e.g. students, 
retired, etc.), were not included for methodological reasons. The PAPI questionnaire was 
designed by an external agency and internally tested (see Appendix 15.7). 
5.2 Survey implementation 
Dillman (1978) was one of the first scholars to develop a cost-benefit theory of 
participation behaviour in postal surveys. This approach known as the “tailored design 
method” can also be applied to other forms of survey modes (Dillman, Smyth, Melani 
2011). In its practical implementation, the “tailored design method” primarily consists 
of the following aspects: 
• Invitation and reminder letters: Personalisation of letters by using respondent’s 
names and addresses as well as a fixed chronological sequence of several contacts 
by using invitation and subsequent reminder letters are recommended. 
• Questionnaire design and technical infrastructure: Respondent-specific attractive 
but not distracting layout of the questionnaire together with a meaningful 
arrangement of questions are recommended. This includes, for example, beginning 
with the questions that are easy to answer and interesting for the respondent but 
also an intuitive and comfortable technical infrastructure. 
• Data protection and respondent information: The generation of trust by informing 
about the relevance of the project and providing additional information, 
highlighting data protection issues, and referring to credible institutions 
implementing the survey. 
• Incentives: Incentives are another option to generate motivation and commitment, 
particularly through unconditional payments, and a potentially important strategy for 
push-to-web surveys without personal contact between interviewer and respondent. 
These and other methodological considerations to increase participants’ willingness to 
participate in the survey (e.g. Mergener, Décieux 2018; Robinson, Leonard 2018; 
Rolstad, Adler, Rydén 2011; Sudman, Bradburn, Schwarz 1996) together with the 
experiences of the pilot study were followed to structure our survey implementation 
measures. 
5.2.1 Invitation and reminder letters 
Following the total design method, the invitation and reminder letters were developed 
with great care: The envelopes of all letters included the organisational logo of the 
Federal Institute of Population Research (BIB). Being part of Germany’s federal 
executive, the logo follows the corporate design of the Federal government and includes 
the federal eagle together with the federal flag representing a serious appearance. 
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Similarly, the letter paper included the logo of the project and the enclosed data 
protection leaflet included the logos of the four responsible institutions. The letter itself 
contained a basic description of the relevance and basic interests of the research project 
together with further information about the source of the used addresses. Furthermore, 
the letter contained a hyperlink to the landing page of the GERPS questionnaire and a 
personal password. Participants were asked to open the website and enter the personal 
password to start the questionnaire. In addition, all letters also contained individual QR 
codes particularly facilitating the participation of people using a smartphone or tablet. 
By scanning the QR code with a mobile device, the participants were able to access the 
online questionnaire immediately without separately typing the link and the password 
(see Chapter 15.1 in the appendix). The password also ensured that each person could 
participate only once and that if there were interruptions, they would re-enter the 
questionnaire where they left off. 
In addition to the invitation letter, up to two reminder letters were sent. In the relevant 
literature there is great consensus that the repeated contact of participants has a 
positive impact on response rates (Basius, Reuband 1996; Lamnek, Trepl 1991; 
Petermann 2005). There is a discussion, however, about whether otherwise under-
represented groups of persons can be reached by reminder letters. Some authors argue 
that reminders are an improvement for the heterogeneity of the social decomposition of 
the sample (Kunz 2010; Reuband 2001). Other authors argue that based on their 
analysis of the German General Social Survey (ALLBUS), using reminders neither 
mitigates nor eliminates the minor differences in social characteristics between the 
participants and the population. Only the number of cases increases (Koch 1998; 
Schneekloth, Leven 2003). Following Dillman’s total design method, reminder letters 
were consequently sent two weeks after the invitation and then two weeks after the first 
reminder. The idea was to define a clear timing of the invitation and reminders. The first 
reminder letter only repeated the invitation and listed the URL and password without 
further detailed information. The second reminder letter also again contained the 
information leaflet about data protection regulations. 
Table 5-1:  Chronology of field work by sample and contact option 
 Emigrants Remigrants 
 Recent foreign 
address 
Former German 
address 
Recent German 
address 
 Date N Date N Date N 
Main mailing       
Invitation letter 07.11.2018 7,929 07.11.2018 16,827 08.11.2018 19,121 
First reminder letter 21.11.2018 7,333 05.12.2018 8,313 22.11.2018 14,764 
Second reminder 
letter 
05.12.2018 6,346 - - 06.12.2018 13,028 
Delayed and 
additional mailings 
      
Invitation letter 21.11.2018 1,517 05.12.2018 209 22.11.2018 2,320 
     06.12.2018 26 
First reminder letter 05.12.2018 1,411 09.01.2019 109 06.12.2018 1,851 
Second reminder 
letter 
09.01.2019 1,186   10.01.2019 1,518 
Total mailings   25,722  25,458  52,628 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
Fieldwork of the survey started on 7 November 2018 for emigrants and on the 8 
November 2018 for remigrants, aiming to contact potential participants with the 
invitation letter immediately before the weekend. An overview of the fieldwork is 
provided in Table 5-1 detailing the dates and volumes of letters sent. The second 
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reminder letters were sent on 5 and 6 December 2018 respectively. Because some 
municipalities provided the sampled addresses much later than originally planned, a 
delayed mailing started on 21 and 22 of November with the final reminder letter sent on 
9 and 10 January 2019. An additional particularity concerned those individuals of the 
emigrant sample who were contacted at their former address in Germany. Because 
postal delivery times are significantly increased by forwarding orders, the interval 
between invitation letter and reminder letter was increased to four instead of two weeks. 
This allowed us to incorporate information provided by the postal service provider about 
the status of those addresses. All invitation letters that were not deliverable were 
withdrawn from the address list used for the reminder letter. Overall, 25,722 letters were 
sent to emigrants with recent foreign addresses, 25,458 letters to emigrants at their 
former address in Germany, and 52,628 letters to remigrants. All letters were either sent 
by the Deutsche Post service “Standardpost” or “Dialogpost” but always in combination 
with the service “Premiumadress” which allows the sender to receive more detailed 
information about the status of the letters sent. This includes, for example, information 
on whether a letter was successfully delivered or whether a letter was forwarded to a 
new address because of an existing forwarding order (in most cases even including 
information about the new address). This information was collected for unit 
nonresponse analyses (see Chapter 6). Finally, additional mailings took place for cases 
with failed delivery or new information provided by the service “Premiumadress” about 
new addresses including 235 letters that were sent on 5 and 6 December 2018. 
5.2.2 Questionnaire design and technical infrastructure 
After drawing the sample, all emigrants and remigrants included in the gross sample 
were contacted and asked to participate in our survey. In addition to a basic 
presentation of the project and an assurance of compliance with current data protection 
regulations, this letter also contained a reference to a welcome page set up for this 
purpose (see Figure 5-1). This welcome page was located under the following Internet 
address: www.international-mobil.de. 
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Figure 5-1:  Survey landing page 
 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
On this welcome page the relevant survey version (Left: Emigrant or right: Remigrant) for 
the respective participant could be selected. Respondents living abroad at the time of 
the survey were directed to the emigrant survey, while respondents who had returned to 
Germany after a stay abroad were directed to the survey of returnees. 
The technical implementation of the survey was carried out by the Institute for Social 
Research and Communication (SOKO). Before the survey began, respondents were asked 
to enter a password (personalised code) that was sent with the invitation and reminder 
letters. The use of these personalised codes and passwords ensured that only 
respondents from our sample were able to answer our questionnaire, that each 
respondent could participate only once, and that the respondent could pause and resume 
the survey at any time. Furthermore, it is possible to merge this code to an individual panel 
ID that enables combining the different survey waves for longitudinal analysis.  
After successfully entering the individual access code manually or by scanning a QR code, 
some instructions were given on how to operate the system and how to proceed through 
the questionnaire. Then, after having chosen the target group, a brief text and short project 
description were offered followed by a page providing information on data protection, the 
project partners involved, and contact options. Since we expected many respondents to 
participate on smartphones, we developed a responsive survey design (see Figure 5-2). 
This should also ensure the highest possible practicability on the mobile device, for 
example by using drop-down menus or by splitting larger grid questions on screens with a 
small screen resolution (Andreadis 2015; Schnell, Hill, Esser 2013). 
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Figure 5-2:  Example of the responsive questionnaire design 
Desktop device  
 
 
Mobile device  
 
 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
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Following the recommendations by Decieux et al. (2015) and Mergener, Sischka, and 
Decieux (2015), respondents were free to choose to answer a question or not. Thus, we 
implemented a ‘continue’ button to proceed to the next page of the questionnaire, 
regardless whether a valid answer was given to the previous question. In addition, it was 
possible to return to previous questions and change the answers using a ‘back’ button. 
Where appropriate, categories such as ‘don’t know’ (e.g. proxy reports) ‘prefer not to 
answer’ (e.g. income) or ‘does not apply’ (e.g. certain motives for migration) were 
offered. Furthermore, to decrease effort for the participants, automatic filters were 
programmed to hide non-relevant questions based on previous given answers. 
The title of the current topic of the block was centred at the top of every page (for 
example, see in Figure 5-2 the heading “Ihr Umzug nach Deutschland” (“Your move to 
Germany”)) and used for the orientation of the respondents. In addition, short 
transitional texts between different subject areas or thematic blocks were applied as 
logical bridges and for better orientation (e.g., “If you look back, how was your situation 
three months before you moved back to Germany? First of all, we are interested in your 
family and partnership.” to introduce the third block “Your situation before your move 
to Germany” of the remigration survey). 
The technical implementation of the online survey (i.e. the programming of the survey 
mask, hosting, access and field control) was based on LimeSurvey (version 3.14.8) 
survey software. LimeSurvey is the world’s leading open source survey software, which 
runs as a self-hosted Community Edition on a SOKO web server. A German company 
hosted the entire technical infrastructure in high-performance data centres to ensure 
ideal connectivity, uninterruptible power supply, and access control. The web server and 
the mail server were located in Germany to conform to data protection standards (see 
Chapter 5.2.3). 
5.2.3 Data protection and respondent information 
The protection of individuals against unauthorised use of their data is a priority of good 
practice in social research (Häder 2009; RatSWD 2017). Furthermore, information about 
data protection procedures as well as additional information about the background and 
aim of the survey are expected to raise trust of potential respondents in the survey and 
are likely to increase participation (Kunz, Gummer 2019). Consequently, the invitation 
and reminder letters were complemented by a supplemental data protection sheet (see 
Appendix 15.2) and additional data protection information on the first pages of the 
online questionnaire. Background information about the survey was provided on a 
separate homepage linked to the online questionnaires. 
For the purposes of GERPS, personal data is collected and processed at two stages: At 
the first stage, personal data is provided by the population registers of the 81 sampled 
municipalities. At the second stage, personal information is collected through 
questionnaires that are completed voluntarily by survey participants. A detailed data 
protection concept was developed together with the responsible data protection official 
and IT security official of the Federal Statistical Office (Destatis) who are both also 
responsible for the protection of information, communication, and data at the BIB. 
The data protection concept discussed all legislative bases, flows of data, protection 
mechanisms, and dates for deletion of different categories of data in detail. The first 
stage of data collection is covered by Sections 34 and 46 of the Federal Act on 
Registration (BMG). These paragraphs regulate data transfers between public registers 
and official government bodies and between public registers and public research 
institutions. The BIB is a departmental research institution under the Federal Ministry of 
the Interior and therefore falls under the jurisdiction of Section 34. Since it is a hybrid 
institution between governmental department and public research institution, Section 
46 is also involved in support of Section 34. Personal data transferred and processed at 
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this stage include first and last names, sex, doctoral degree, and current as well as 
former postal addresses. Further socio-demographic data linked to this personal 
information include date of migration, country of migration, birthdate, place of birth, 
country of birth, and citizenship(s). The data protection concept defined that all 
personal information from population registers that were not used for the survey would 
be deleted three months after the end of the first wave. The socio-demographic data of 
our sample was used for the purpose of nonresponse analyses (Chapter 6), the 
validation of our sample, and the generation of survey weights (Chapter 12). Finally, the 
data protection concept defined strict separation between population register data 
(stored at the BIB) and survey data collected at the second stage (see below) stored by 
the survey data collector (SOKO). 
With respect to the second stage of data collection, the data protection concept defined 
that all survey data collected with online questionnaires relies on the voluntary informed 
consent of individuals. According to the principle of informational self-determination 
enshrined in the General Data Protection Regulation of the European Union (GDPR) and 
the Federal Data Protection Act (BDSG), participants are entitled to cancel the 
questionnaire, withdraw their informed consent, correct their information, enquire what 
personal data are saved by the project partners, and request the deletion of all personal 
data at any point in time. Such requests are granted to the extent that the retrieval of the 
relevant information is technically possible. A telephone number and e-mail address to 
that end were provided on the website and leaflet informing participants about 
measures and rights of data protection. 
A separate project homepage was created with the aim to increase participants’ trust in 
the project. The homepage is available to respondents of the survey as well as to 
interested parties as an additional source of information to complement and accompany 
the survey. In addition, the project homepage contains, for example, general information 
about the study, the methodological procedure, data protection, and announcements 
concerning the project through an integrated news system. Moreover, respondents have 
the possibility to leave a message or update their contact details for the survey through 
a contact form. The project homepage can be accessed at the internet address: 
https://studie.international-mobil.de. 
5.2.4 Incentives 
Response rates in social surveys are in historical decline (Groves 2006; Pforr et al. 2015; 
Stähli, Joye 2016). That is one reason why panel surveys aim to increase the personal 
commitment of respondents through face-to-face interviews (F2F). This may be 
particularly significant for online panels, which are rather anonymous. From the 
perspective of cost efficiency, computer-assisted web interviewing (CAWI) is an 
attractive alternative to F2F interviews. However, it is common practice to start online 
panel surveys with F2F interviews in the first wave (e.g. Longitudinal Internet Studies for 
the Social Sciences (LISS), German Internet Panel (GIP), GESIS Panel). More recently, 
several studies started testing postal recruitment as a more cost-efficient alternative 
(e.g. GIP, European Value Study (EVS)). We took up this idea and used the CAWI mode 
starting from the first wave. We discussed the risks and opportunities of this strategy 
above. The most obvious risks include low response rates and low panel disposition. 
We aimed to attenuate these risks through incentives. 
Since online panels have become an acceptable survey mode for probability-based 
samples rather recently, findings on incentives remain inconclusive. The implications of 
incentives hinge on the idiosyncrasies of online panels like sampling method 
(convenience vs probability), sample population (e.g. internet users, members of an 
organisation), and thematic focus (e.g. personally relevant, general survey). However, 
much of the evidence is in favour of cash incentives, which are most effective when 
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offered unconditionally (Becker, Möser, Glauser 2019; Gajic, Cameron, Hurley 2012; 
Jäckle, Lynn 2007; Pforr et al. 2015). This corroborates findings in the context of F2F 
survey modes (Becker, Mehlkop 2011; Stähli, Joye 2016). More recently, there have 
been attempts to increase cost-efficiency through combinations of unconditional with 
conditional incentives (Schumann et al. 2019). The rationale of the combination is to 
generate reciprocity through the unconditional payment and incentivise survey 
completion through conditional rewards. 
Another incentive strategy often used is to offer a lottery. The main advantage of lotteries 
is their cost effectiveness. A study by Gajic, Cameron, and Hurley (2012) finds response 
rates to be highest in the unconditional incentive condition. However, cost-effectiveness 
measured by the incremental cost-effectiveness ratio is best in the high-paying lottery 
condition compared to no incentives, prepaid incentives, or a low-paying lottery. 
Another study by Göritz (2006) found no effect of lotteries on response rates and 
retention regardless of the kind of lottery. She tested a single large prize against multiple 
smaller prizes against the reference of no incentive in a continued non-profit opt-in 
online panel. In a similar study, Göritz and Luthe (2013) found no effect of various kinds 
of lotteries on response and retention. The inconclusiveness of lotteries is supported by 
Singer and Ye’s (2012) review of several web survey experiments, a minority of which 
yield positive lottery effects on response rates. The majority of studies offers relatively 
low prizes ranging from approximately five to 50 euros (Pforr et al. 2015: p. 751; Singer, 
Ye 2012: p. 126). However, following the result of Gajic, Cameron and Hurley (2012), we 
offered comparatively high amounts within GERPS, drawing 20 prizes each including 
500 euros in cash as a conditional incentive. 
Aiming at low unit nonresponse, we opted for a high paying lottery that would potentially 
secure a high baseline response rate and was likely to be more cost efficient compared 
to other forms of incentives. In addition, sampled individuals were randomly assigned 
to different combinations of unconditional and conditional incentive conditions. The 
goal was to increase response and panel consent in all groups as well as to experiment 
with different variations of incentives for similar studies in the future. A total of 47,714 
observations in the gross sample were randomly assigned to one of seven incentive 
schemes (INS) of predefined size with four schemes tested in the emigrant samples and 
six schemes tested in the remigrant sample (see Table 5-2). 
Table 5-2:  Gross sample size of incentive schemes by sample and contact option 
Incentive scheme number Emigrants Remigrants Total 
(unconditional/conditional) Recent foreign 
address 
Former German 
address 
Recent German 
address 
 
INS 1 (0/lottery) 2,948 4,830 10,444 18,222 
INS 2 (0/10) 1,999 5,999 7,998 15,996 
INS 3 (0/20) 3,999 5,998 750 10,747 
INS 4 (non-cash/15) 500 - - 500 
INS 5 (5/5) - - 750 750 
INS 6 (5/10) - - 750 750 
INS 7 (5/15) - - 749 749 
Total 9,446 16,827 21,441 47,714 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
The random assignment was clustered by the sample (emigrants and remigrants) and 
by the two different contact options in the emigrant sample (see Chapter 2.4). This 
clustered assignment resulted from practical considerations and certain limitations. Our 
primary goal of increasing response and panel disposition was particularly relevant for 
the emigrant sample. We had foreign addresses for a small proportion of emigrants. In 
addition, we had no experience with emigrant contact at former German addresses.  
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Given these uncertainties, we were keen to attain above average turnout among 
emigrants who provided valid foreign addresses. Unfortunately, the most promising 
strategy of unconditional cash incentives was not feasible for emigrants contacted at 
their recent foreign addresses and it was not cost-efficient for emigrants contacted at 
their former German addresses. There were two impediments to unconditional cash 
incentives for emigrants contacted at their recent foreign addresses. First, sending cash 
by mail is legal in some but not all countries. Second, euro notes are of practical 
relevance in just a small subset of countries where we contacted participants but almost 
useless in all other countries. The central drawback when contacting emigrants at their 
former German addresses was that we previously had little knowledge about the 
potential proportion of successful deliveries. They would only be successful where 
forwarding orders were installed or relatives or close neighbours were present. 
Therefore, the cost-benefit ratio of prepaid cash incentives seemed only acceptable in 
the remigrant sample. The proportion of non-deliveries was likely to be much smaller in 
this group and the practice of sending small notes is both legal and has actual benefits 
for recipients. 
The unconditional cash incentive was a five-euro note in the invitation letter, which we 
combined with conditional cash incentives of varying amounts. We announced the addi-
tional payout of five euros (INS 5), ten euros (INS 6), or 15 euros (INS 7) respectively 
upon completion of the questionnaire. In addition, we used non-cash unconditional 
incentives in the group of the first contact option (INS 4). The non-cash unconditional 
incentive was a cover for webcams featuring the GERPS logo. To compensate for the 
lower value of the unconditional non-cash incentive, we combined it with high 
conditional incentives of 15 euros. This group is roughly comparable to INS 7. 
Furthermore, we offered medium conditional incentives of ten euros in both samples – 
emigrants and remigrants – as well as both contact options – recent foreign addresses 
and former German address (INS 2) as well as high conditional incentives of 20 euros in 
both samples and both contact options (INS 3). From a respondent perspective, these 
sums are comparable to the 5/5 and 5/15 incentive schemes. Finally, we offered a 
lottery including the drawing of 20 prizes each worth 500 euros in cash as a conditional 
incentive. The largest chunks of the sample were assigned to the three latter incentive 
schemes (INS 1, INS 2 and INS 3) whereas the other incentive schemes were included 
for methodological experiments. We did not include a control group receiving no 
incentive because we did not want to risk losing observations given a relatively small 
gross sample. 
There are some additional practical issues regarding pay-outs for a highly mobile survey 
population that do not concern surveys at national level and below national level. We 
already discussed the non-feasibility of prepaid cash incentives for emigrants. 
Conditional incentives have the advantage that they give more leeway to respondents 
regarding their preferred mode of disbursement. One challenge is the multitude of 
currencies that could be required by respondents living in various countries. We offered 
three kinds of conditional incentive payouts: vouchers, money transfers, and charity 
donations. As opt out, we further included the option to forego the conditional incentive. 
Bank transfers have the disadvantage that respondents have to share personal and 
confidential information. The communication of these details is error prone and it would 
not serve the project to exhaust the willingness to provide private data in this question, 
because is not substantial for survey results. Potential fees for foreign bank transfers 
are an even more significant restriction, because they could reduce the incentive 
amount profoundly. We opted for PayPal money transfers, since they require e-mail 
addresses only and fees are comparatively small.  
Vouchers would circumvent the problems related to bank transfers. However, they come 
with similar problems in terms of currency and redemption. Vouchers related to German 
companies would serve participants in the remigrant group but they would hardly serve 
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participants living abroad. Participants of this group might still use the voucher while on 
a visit in Germany or after a potential return, but these are merely hypothetical benefits 
for many emigrants. We therefore opted for Amazon vouchers, since they enable payouts 
in many countries (see Chapter 5.5). Participants were given the option to choose the 
Amazon country shop of their choice for the voucher (e.g. amazon.de, amazon.us). 
Donations are the least problematic payout for our group. Donations can be made 
through the survey organiser regardless of the respondent’s place of domicile. This is a 
key advantage when dealing with a highly mobile survey population. In order to increase 
respondents’ sense of autonomy, we offered a selection of six charities. The list was 
compiled in a way that it would appeal to various ages and interests. It included the 
United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF, www.unicef.de), Médecins sans Frontières 
(MSF, www.aerzte-ohne-grenzen.de), the Nature and Biodiversity Conservation Union 
(NABU, www.nabu.de), the German Cancer Aid (Deutsche Krebshilfe, www.krebshilfe.de), 
the German Sport Aid Foundation (Stiftung Deutsche Sporthilfe, www.sporthilfe.de), and 
Viva con Agua as a non-profit organisation committed to ensure worldwide access to 
clean drinking water (www.vivaconagua.org). 
5.3 Field process 
Throughout the fieldwork lasting from 7 November 2018 to 11 February 2019, 4,997 
persons of the gross sample of emigrants and 6,900 persons of the remigrant sample 
participated in one of the two surveys. Figure 5-3 and Figure 5-4 show an overview of the 
field process, showing both the number of interviews per day and the cumulated 
progress. They show a relatively continuous increase of responses over the whole period 
in particular with regard to the sample of emigrants. In comparison to other online 
surveys, this is rather unusual. Particularly when invitations and reminders are sent 
electronically, participants’ response is usually concentrated on the first few days after 
receiving the invitation. 
The field process is an outcome of the GERPS research design: The push-to-web design 
based on postal invitation and reminder letters increases the response behaviour 
because contact with potential participants is less direct than electronic contacts. The 
postal delivery times are particularly relevant to understand the slower increase in 
interviews in the emigrant sample. Here, invitations were sent either to addresses all 
over the world or to former German addresses, so that forwarding orders additionally 
increased mail delivery times. This also explains why the increase in interviews was 
faster in the remigrant than the emigrant sample. Consequently, a comparatively long 
fieldwork period of several months obviously has a positive effect on response if an 
internationally mobile population is recruited. 
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Figure 5-3:  Development of interviews in the emigrant sample 
 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
Figure 5-4:  Development of interviews in the remigrant sample 
 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
5.4 Interview duration 
For the 6,465 people who participated in the full remigrant questionnaire, the average 
completion time was 38.7 minutes and the median 23.7 minutes. For the 4,545 people 
who participated in the full emigrant questionnaire, average completion time was 39.8 
minutes and the median 24.3 minutes (see Table 5-3). Completion times include all 
parts of the survey; the panel consent query and the incentive query were also included 
in the calculation.  
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Table 5-3:  Interview duration by questionnaire 
 
Number of 
respondents 
(N) 
Median 
(in minutes) 
Arith. mean 
(in minutes) 
SD 
Remigrant 
questionnaire 
6,592 23.6 38.7 116.1 
   Complete 6,465 23.7 38.7 116.3 
   Partial 127 19.9 42.3 102.6 
Emigrant questionnaire 4,667 24.3 39.8 116.5 
   Complete 4,545 24.2 39.2 110.0 
   Partial 122 31.0 62.4 261.5 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
5.5 Processing incentives in an international context 
Processing incentives constituted a time-consuming obstacle with participants living in 
more than 100 countries all over the world. Aiming for high response rates and high 
panel consent, it had to be guaranteed that incentives would be delivered regardless of 
the present country of residence. Thus, irrespective of timing and amount of incentive, 
each person could choose the type of incentive they wanted to receive. The options 
included an Amazon voucher, a PayPal transfer, a donation to a charity or, if applicable, 
a bank transfer to a German account. Alternatively, respondents could also turn down 
their incentive. 
Table 5-4:  Type of contact details provided by respondents for receiving incentives 
 Complete 
interview 
  
 
thereof: 
 
  E-mail Name Phone number 
 N N % N % N % 
Lottery 4,042 4,001 99.0 3,732 92.3 3,040 75.2 
Amazon vouchers 2,395 2,371 99.0 2,198 91.8 1,640 68.5 
Cash transfer (PayPal) 1,896 1,879 99.1 1,815 95.7 1,487 78.4 
Cash transfer (bank 
account) 
19 18 94.7 18 94.7 16 84.2 
Total (asked for 
contact details) 
8,352 8,269 99.0 7,763 93.0 6,183 74.0 
Donation 2,144 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Renounced/unknown 514 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Total 11,010 8,269 75.1 7,763 70.5 6,183 56.2 
Note: Incentives were issued to all respondents who “technically” submitted the questionnaire 
even if some answers were incomplete. 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
For data protection reasons, respondents were asked to submit their contact details to 
receive the incentive separately from contact details collected for panel consent (see 
Chapter 8.3). Table 5-4 provides an overview of contact details collected as part of the 
incentive program. Overall, 99.0% of all respondents who were asked for detailed 
contact information provided an e-mail address to receive the incentive, 93.0% provided 
a name, and 74.0% a phone number. Respondents who donated to a charity, renounced 
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from their incentive, or did not choose which incentive they would like to receive were 
not asked for further contact details. 
Lottery 
The lottery drawing for the pretest as well as the main study took place in February 2019 
under the supervision of a notary. A list including all respondents who completed the 
survey and agreed to participate in the lottery was created. It consisted of 241 
respondents originating from the pretest as well as 4,074 respondents from the main 
study. Each respondent was only included once and was assigned a randomly generated 
number. The respondents with the smallest random number were selected as winners 
and were subsequently informed about their prize by e-mail. If they did not respond, 
they were additionally contacted by phone so that eventually all prizes could be 
delivered. 
Amazon voucher 
Once a respondent had chosen to receive their incentive in the form of an Amazon 
voucher, they were asked to select a nationally localised Amazon store and provide a 
valid e-mail address on which they wished to redeem the voucher. The e-mail address 
was used to send the voucher. After the system registered the completion of the survey, 
the amount indicated was sent as an Amazon voucher to the given e-mail address. 
Overall, 3,395 people chose an Amazon voucher as an incentive. 
Table 5-5:  Respondents selection of Amazon vouchers for nationally localised stores 
 
N   %   
Germany (amazon.de) 2,038 85.1 
Australia (amazon.au) 4 0.2 
Brazil (amazon.com.br)* 1 0.0 
China (amazon.cn) 2 0.1 
France (amazon.fr) 53 2.2 
Canada (amazon.ca)** 4 0.2 
Italy (amazon.it) 17 0.7 
Japan (amazon.co.jp) 9 0.4 
Mexico (amazon.com.mx)* 1 0.0 
The Netherlands (amazon.nl) 7 0.3 
Austria (amazon.at) 56 2.4 
Spain (amazon.es) 25 1.0 
United Kingdom (amazon.co.uk) 101 4.2 
United States of America (amazon.com)** 77 3.2 
Total 3,395 100.0 
Note: * Amazon in Brazil and Mexico do not offer digital vouchers and the option could not be 
used; ** Amazon in Canada and the USA could also not be used, as the purchase of vouchers was 
cancelled by Amazon’s automatic security measures. All respondents who chose to receive their 
incentive as a voucher through one of these countries (Brazil, Mexico, Canada or USA) were 
contacted and offered an alternative. These included other Amazon platforms, PayPal, or bank 
transfers. 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
At the beginning, there were several delays in transferring Amazon vouchers. After the 
first batch of vouchers was issued, Amazon blocked the credit card and suspended the 
Amazon account. To minimize fraud, Amazon’s artificial intelligence suspends accounts 
that send too many vouchers at once. Consequently, a corporate account was set up 
with Amazon Incentive that was subsequently used for processing most Amazon 
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vouchers. Remaining problems concerned the North American marketplaces because of 
other technical problems. The orders were regularly cancelled by Amazon and the 
account was blocked. Opening an alternative account on the Amazon.com site was not 
possible from Germany. During the process, it became clear that it was not possible to 
purchase digital vouchers for Amazon Brazil and Mexico. Participants who chose 
vouchers from one of those two nationally localised stores were contacted offering an 
alternative type of incentive (another Amazon platform, PayPal, or a bank transfer). 
Finally, issuing vouchers to marketplaces in the Asia-Pacific region demanded the 
creation of separate Amazon accounts. 
Cash transfer 
All participants who opted for a PayPal transfer were asked to provide an e-mail address 
linked to a PayPal account. For practical reasons, transfers were not done instantly after 
the survey had been submitted but on a weekly basis only. Although PayPal principally 
offers standardised mass dispatches, this is only possible for 5,000 transfers onwards. 
After the money was sent via PayPal, respondents received a notification via the e-mail 
address provided offering them 30 days to retrieve the money. Overall, 1,896 
respondents chose a PayPal transfer to receive the incentives. 
Additionally, some individual transfers were rejected by the receiving account for 
unknown reasons. In all cases, those participants were contacted again to solve 
technical problems. If necessary, they were asked for an alternative e-mail address or to 
choose an alternative form of transmission, such as a bank transfer to a German 
account. A similar procedure was used in cases in which the amount was not accepted 
within the specified 30 days: A reminder was sent to the recipients and if necessary, the 
amount was transferred again.  
Donation to a charity 
Those who chose to donate their incentive to a charity had the opportunity to choose 
from six different organisations appealing to various ages and interests (see Chapter 
5.2.4). As shown in Table 5-6, 43.4% out of the 2,144 people who wanted to donate 
their incentives to a charity chose Médecins sans Frontières, 16.1% the German Cancer 
Aid, 15.4% the Nature and Biodiversity Conservation Union (NABU), 12.9% the United 
Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF), 10.0% Viva con Agua and 2.2% the German Sports 
Aid Foundation. Finally, 404 people stated that they would like to renounce their 
incentive or did not wish to take part in the lottery, and 55 respondents did not provide 
any information on which type of incentives they would like although they completed 
and submitted the survey. 
Table 5-6:  Donations to charity organisations 
 Respondents Donation  
N   %   Euro 
German Cancer Aid 346 16.1 4,685  
United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) 276 12.9 3,655  
Médecins sans Frontières (MSF) 930 43.4 12,005  
Nature and Biodiversity Conservation Union (NABU) 329 15.4 4,360  
German Sports Aid Foundation 47 2.2 610  
Viva con Agua 216 10.0 2,780  
Total 2,144 100.0 28,095  
Note: The total sum consists of all issued incentives also including incentives for participants who 
“technically” submitted the questionnaire even if some answers are incomplete. 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
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5.6 Participant requests 
The initial letter of invitation as well as all reminder letters included a phone number 
and an e-mail address offering participants the option to discuss individual issues and 
remaining questions about the survey. In total, participants issued more than 640 
requests by e-mail and approximately 1,000 by phone during the fieldwork. Figure 5-5 
shows that the dispatch of the invitation letter resulted in few participant requests 
increasing only in the weeks following the first and the second reminder letter. 
Furthermore, the number of requests increased sharply after panel maintenance 
initiatives in March 2019 (see Chapter 8.4). In particular, this final increase was due to 
e-mails regarding pending incentives. 
Figure 5-5:  Development of participant requests 
 
Note: For technical and organisational reasons, not all phone enquiries could be recorded and 
multiple enquiries from the same participant are counted multiple times in the Figure. 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
Participant requests included a wide range of topics. Compared to other surveys, a 
substantial number of requests provided positive feedback and people sent additional 
information about their own person and their living situation. Furthermore, a substantial 
number of respondents asked about when and in what form the results of the study 
would be published and whether and in what form the collected data could be accessed. 
Next to this positive feedback from the field, an initial issue that regularly caused 
requests mainly concerned technical problems while accessing and participating in the 
online survey. These types of requests were closely linked to the dispatch dates of the 
invitation and reminder letters. In cases where participants reported problems 
accessing the online questionnaire, the issues were usually associated with the 
participants themselves. Therefore, problems could be solved by suggesting that 
participants use a different internet browser or technical device. In addition, some 
requests concerned plausibility checks during the survey where participants could not 
continue because of implausible answers. Finally, some requests concerned 
participants without immediate internet access. In these cases, they were told that they 
could also participate later once they had internet access again. 
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A second issue included enquiries regarding data protection issues. Participants asked 
about the background and the aims of the survey as well as about the sampling process 
and the identification of the participants based on the population registers. Further 
enquiries ranged from general questions about data protection to specific questions on 
access to contact details and the storage of personal data. These questions could be 
answered based on the data protection concept, but direct contact to the responsible 
data protection official was established in a few cases.  
A third issue concerned respondents who were erroneously identified as part of the 
sample population, or did not easily fit into the emigrant or remigrant sample. Some of 
the requests concerned the addresses of the emigrant respondents used. In many 
cases, the letters arrived at the address of their parents or other relatives. It turned out 
that the parents or relatives who opened the letter often did not know how to respond 
to the letter. In those cases, detailed information about the survey was provided and 
they were asked to forward the letter to the target respondent. Particularly in cases of 
older parents, the invitation and reminder letter were not specific enough. Further 
enquiries included cases that could not easily identify as emigrants or remigrants. This 
included, for example, border commuters who live in one country and work in another, 
or persons who were travelling around the world spending only a few weeks in each 
country. Respondents were regularly motivated to participate in the study and decide 
themselves whether they belong more to the emigrant or the remigrant sample. 
Furthermore, they were informed that some questions in both survey versions would not 
fit their specific situation and could be skipped. 
Fourthly, participants requested information about the end of the fieldwork and 
deadline of the survey and provided feedback about the timing of the invitation and 
reminder letters. Those questions were received throughout the entire field process, 
presumably because neither the invitation nor the first reminder specified a concrete 
deadline. Only the last reminder specified a specific date. Even after the completion of 
the survey on 11 February 2019, approximately 45 enquiries were received by e-mail or 
phone as to whether participation was still possible. A reply was drafted to inform 
everybody who enquired about this topic that it was unfortunately no longer possible to 
participate. Furthermore, people asked multiple times whether it was possible to 
participate in the following waves of the survey but had to be informed that for 
organisational reasons participation in the second wave would not be possible without 
prior participation in the first wave. Concerning the number and the timing of the 
reminder letters, participants complained about the short period between the reminders 
as well as about reminders being sent although they had already submitted the survey. 
The single issue that caused the most participant requests concerned the processing of 
incentives. The majority of enquiries regarding incentives were related to the receipt or 
non-receipt of incentives, in particular of the Amazon vouchers. Especially at the 
beginning of the survey, enquiries were received because some respondents expected 
that Amazon vouchers or PayPal transfers would be issued instantly after the survey had 
been submitted. These enquiries were answered by pointing out that for organisational 
and technical reasons a waiting period of up to 14 days had to be expected and possibly 
even longer because of high numbers of participation. Some of the participants could 
not receive the incentives for technical reasons, for example, if the e-mail address 
provided was invalid. Other technical problems, especially with Amazon vouchers, also 
led to participants not receiving their incentive. Respondents to whom the selected 
incentive could not be issued for various reasons (see Chapter 5.5) were offered an 
alternative type of incentive. 
After panel maintenance in March 2019, when the e-mail message sent mentioned the 
incentive again, participant requests concerned in particular the processing of 
incentives. Other requests concerned respondents who reported a change in address. 
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Finally, a last topic of participant requests concerned individuals who actively refused 
to participate in the survey or requested the deletion of their personal data. The 
feedback ranged from short e-mails from participants unsubscribing from participation 
in the survey, for example because of a lack of time to complete the survey, to longer 
messages with detailed, sometimes reproachful reasons. The predominant topics were 
concerns about data protection and annoyance about too many reminders. The number 
of refusals increased after the second reminder and the panel maintenance mailing in 
March 2019. Every person who actively refused to participate was sent a short, 
standardised, confirmation e-mail after their data was deleted and their deregistration 
was recorded in the database (see Chapter 6.2). 
6 Response rates and unit nonresponse 
Unit nonresponse refers to sample members initially invited for study participation who 
do not respond. Nonresponding sample members can be a major problem for panel 
surveys like GERPS. Unit nonresponse can harm data quality and lead to biased 
estimations if nonresponding sample members are distributed differently among 
specific population subgroups in systematic ways. In addition, unit nonresponse 
threatens surveys’ longevity. If the former is the case, a survey suffers from nonresponse 
errors (see also Groves et al. 2004: p. 59). For example, if participants in GERPS felt on 
average less socially isolated compared to participation refusers, results on measured 
social isolation are affected by nonresponse bias. Analysing unit nonresponse in 
surveys is therefore instructive in various ways. This includes the assessment of data 
quality, corresponding weighting procedures, and taking appropriate actions towards 
proactively dealing with panel attrition.  
In this chapter, we first describe the components of unit nonresponse. Second, we 
discuss different standards of response rates and apply them to GERPS. Third, we 
analyse potential covariates of unit nonresponse and the impact of methodological 
variations concerning different incentive schemes and survey modes. 
6.1 Components of unit nonresponse 
Three major components of unit nonresponse are distinguished in the literature: non-
contact, refusal, and inability (e.g. Groves et al. 2004; Schnell 2012). “Noncontact” 
refers to sample members who could not be contacted and are thus not likely to know 
about the survey request. Noncontact occurs, for example, if survey invitations were not 
delivered by the post office. “Refusal” refers to sample members who know about the 
survey request, but refuse to participate. In GERPS, we distinguish explicit and implicit 
refusal. Explicit refusals refer to sample members who contacted us and withdrew from 
GERPS, whereas implicit refusals did not inform us about their withdrawal. This 
differentiation is similar for sample members who are not able to take part in the survey, 
which refers to “inability,” the third component of unit nonresponse. For instance, 
inability occurs due to technical or physical obstacles that impair device use and online 
participation. Accordingly, explicit inability refers to sample members who contacted 
and informed us, while implicit inability refers to persons who on principle knew about 
the survey, but did not inform us of their inability. 
Table 6-1 provides an overview of the various components of unit nonresponse in the 
first wave of GERPS. The initial gross sample contained 47,714 persons (see Chapter 
2.4). Differentiated by the two samples, the gross sample included 21,441 remigrants 
and 26,273 emigrants. Among the emigrants, we invited 9,446 to participate in the 
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survey by contacting them at their recent foreign addresses in their destination country. 
The remaining 16,827 emigrants were invited via their former German address because 
information about their new address in their country of destination was missing (see 
Chapter 2.4.3). In the latter case, we expected that a substantial number of emigrants 
would have ensured the receipt of postal items and correspondence either through 
personal contacts (e.g. former household members or neighbours), or by establishing 
forwarding orders offered by the Deutsche Post or other courier companies. Forwarding 
orders are fee-based services offered by the post office, which forwards postal mails 
from outdated to current addresses (see Chapter 5.2.1). 
Table 6-1:  Components of unit nonresponse and response rates by sample and 
contact option 
 Emigrants Remigrants Total 
Recent foreign 
address 
Former German 
address 
Recent German 
address 
 
N % N % N % N % 
Gross sample 9,446 100.0 16,827 100.0 21,441 100.0 47,714 100.0 
Noncontact 1,459 15.4 8,457 50.3 3,864 18.0 13,780 28.9 
Explicit refusal 11 0.1 7 0.0 33 0.2 51 0.1 
Explicit inability 2 0.0 2 0.0 3 0.0 7 0.0 
Implicit refusal and 
inability 
4,686 49.6 6,652 39.5 10,641 49.6 21,979 46.1 
Interviews 3,287 34.8 1,710 10.2 6,900 32.2 11,897 25.0 
   Break-off 167 1.8 89 0.5 382 1.8 638 1.3 
   Partial interviews 94 1.0 31 0.2 124 0.6 249 0.5 
   Complete interviews 3,026 32.0 1,590 9.4 6,394 29.8 11,010 23.1 
   Emigrant interviews 3,246 34.4 1,392 8.3 290 1.4 4,927 10.3 
     Break-off 165 1.7 71 0.4 25 0.1 261 0.5 
     Partial interviews 94 1.0 21 0.1 7 0.0 122 0.3 
     Complete interviews 2,987 31.6 1,300 7.7 258 1.2 4,545 9.5 
   Remigrant interviews 41 0.4 318 1.9 6,610 30.8 6,969 14.6 
     Break-off 2 0.0 18 0.1 357 1.7 377 0.8 
     Partial interviews 0 0.0 10 0.1 117 0.5 127 0.3 
     Complete interviews 39 0.4 290 1.7 6,136 28.6 6,465 13.5 
Note: Break-off = less than 50% of all applicable questions answered; partial = 50% to 80% 
answered; complete = over 80% answered (see also Chapter 7.2). In the case of 24 break-off 
interviews, no information about the used questionnaire exists because of early break-off. These 
cases are only included in the totals but not included in the differentiation between emigrant and 
remigrant interviews 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
GERPS has a relatively large proportion of noncontacts, which refers to sample members 
for whom we know that the invitation letter was not delivered. Noncontacts are thus not 
likely to know about the survey request. Since we study a highly mobile population, the 
large proportion of noncontacts was expected. The lowest percentage of noncontacts 
was recorded for emigrants contacted at their recent foreign addresses with 15.4% 
(n=1,459), whereas it was 18.0% (n=3,864) for remigrants and 50.3% (n=8,457) for 
emigrants contacted at their former German addresses. Two reasons might account for 
the particularly large share of noncontacts among emigrants who were contacted at their 
former German address. First, not all emigrants take care of postal correspondence at 
their former address. Second, established forwarding orders may have expired by the 
time the survey started. Accordingly, emigrants who left Germany at the end of the 
sampling period (e.g. in the first half of 2018) would be less likely to have an active 
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forwarding order compared to emigrants who moved in the second half of 2017. 
However, information on noncontact is less reliable for emigrants contacted at their 
recent foreign addresses because delivery information from international courier 
companies is less reliable than in a national context only. Net of noncontacts, 33,934 
persons were contacted with invitation and reminder letters in total. 
Only 0.1% (n=51) of the overall gross sample was recorded as explicit refusal, with a 
slightly higher share in the remigrant sample. Of those 51 individuals, 14 requested a 
complete deletion. Furthermore, seven persons informed us that they were technically 
or physically unable to fill out the online questionnaire. In postal surveys, differentiating 
implicit refusals from implicit inability is not possible, which is why both components 
are combined in Table 6-1. Accordingly, 49.6% (n=4,686) of emigrants contacted at 
their recent foreign addresses and 49.6% (n=10,641) of remigrants are assumed to have 
been informed about the survey request but did not participate in GERPS due to implicit 
refusal or inability. Among emigrants who were contacted at their former German 
addresses, the share of implicit refusal or inability was lowest (39.5%, n=6,652). Similar 
to the share of noncontacts, emigrants contacted at their recent foreign addresses were 
least likely to refuse implicitly or to be implicitly unable to participate in the study, while 
emigrants contacted at their former German addresses were most likely to be assigned 
to this category. 
6.2 Response rates 
One established indicator that provides a first glance at the data quality of a population 
survey is the response rate. Response rates in population studies have been in universal 
decline in recent decades (Beullens et al. 2018; Brick, Williams 2012; De Leeuw 2018; 
De Leeuw, Heer 2002). In Germany, for example, Schnell (2012: p. 164) demonstrated 
that response rates in many surveys are under 40%. Regarding web and postal surveys 
in particular, Shih and Fan (2008), report that the response rate of realised online 
interviews is on average 34% and 11 percentage points smaller compared to PAPI 
interviews (Manfreda et al. 2008; Tourangeau, Conrad, Couper 2013). This global trend 
is also expected to affect the response rate in GERPS. Moreover, GERPS focuses on a 
highly mobile population, which is generally much harder to reach than non-mobile 
populations, making a lower response rate compared to other population studies more 
likely (cf. Lynn et al. 2018). 
There are different ways of calculating response rates. The American Association for 
Public Opinion Research (AAPOR 2016: p. 61) differentiates six formulas. The strictest 
version divides the number of complete interviews by the respective gross sample size 
(including cases of unknown eligibility; “RR1” or “minimum response rate”). The most 
liberal version divides the number of partial and complete interviews by all sample 
members who are known to be eligible for survey participation and assumed to have 
received an invitation letter (“RR6”). AAPOR standards to calculate response rates are 
applied by population surveys in the US (e.g. Gallup Panel and American Life Panel). 
These standards are also increasingly applied internationally. Examples include large-
scale longitudinal surveys like the Swedish Citizen Panel by the University of 
Gothenburg, the Norwegian Citizen Panel by the University of Bergen, the German Socio-
Economic Panel (SOEP) by the German Institute of Economic Research (DIW) and the 
German General Social Survey (ALLBUS), which is conducted by the German Leibniz 
Institute for Social Sciences (GESIS). 
When looking for adequate benchmarks for response rates in GERPS, we must consider 
other probability-based online surveys. Examples of such surveys include the German 
Internet Panel (GIP), the German GESIS Panel, the Longitudinal Internet Studies for the 
Social Sciences (LISS) in the Netherlands, or the Longitudinal (Pilot) Study Étude 
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Longitudinale par Internet Pour les Sciences Sociales (ELIPSS) in France. However, 
differences in design characteristics exacerbate direct comparisons between 
probability-based online surveys (Blom et al. 2016; Schaurer 2017: 20 ff.). Importantly, 
the aforementioned surveys differ in their recruitment strategies. In order to reduce 
coverage problems and increase response rates, the GIP and the GESIS Panel previously 
recruited potential candidates face-to-face, while the LISS Panel conducted telephone 
and face-to-face pre-recruitments using a multi-mode approach. The pilot study of 
ELIPSS followed a sequential recruitment design by initiating an offline recruitment 
phase by postal mail, then telephone, then face-to-face (Blom et al. 2016). In contrast, 
GERPS solely relied on invitations by postal mail and did not implement a pre-
recruitment phase. Thus, the aforementioned probability-based online surveys with pre-
recruitment strategies may be comparably more successful in maximising their number 
of respondents. However, Table 6-2 shows that the response rates of GERPS are quite 
satisfactory: We obtain an RR3 of 23.1% and an RR4 of 23.6% with 11,010 complete 
and 249 partial interviews in total (see Table 6-1 and Table 6-2 respectively). Note, 
however, that in GERPS, RR3 corresponds to RR1 and RR4 corresponds to RR2. Since 
sampling for GERPS was based on the population register, we were able to identify 
persons eligible for study participation before sending the invitation letters. Thus, 
noncontacts who did not receive our invitation are all expected to be eligible for study 
participation. Calculating an estimated proportion of eligible sample members among 
our noncontacts in order to compute RR3 and RR4 (see AAPOR 2016: p. 62) was 
therefore obsolete. Furthermore, GERPS yields a total RR5 of 33.1%. With reference to 
AAPOR (2016: 31), the calculation of this response rate excludes all noncontacts (see 
Table 6-1), since these survey members did not wilfully return a questionnaire, but due 
to undelivered invitations.  
Table 6-2:  Differentiated response rates in GERPS and overall response rates of 
other probability-based European online surveys 
 GERPS  ELIPSS LISS  GIP  GESIS-
Panel 
 E(f) E(G) R Total Total Total Total Total 
RR3 32.0 9.4 29.8 23.1 27.3 48.3 - - 
RR4 33.0 9.6 30.4 23.6 - - 18.1 - 
RR5 37.9 19.0 36.4 33.1 - - - 25.1 
Note: E(f) = Emigrants contacted at recent foreign addresses; E(G) = Emigrants contacted at 
former German addresses; R = Remigrants. 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1; Blom et al. (2016) 
Table 6-2 further shows that despite the pre-recruitment, the aforementioned 
probability-based online surveys in Europe – especially in Germany – are not more 
successful than GERPS in maximising the number of respondents in their main survey. 
The ELIPSS pilot study reported an overall response rate1 of 27.3% (RR3). In LISS, the 
overall response rate (RR3) was 48.3% and comparatively high, however strongly 
positively influenced by the fact that the study is based on a household sample. The 
overall response rate (RR4) in GIP was 18.1% and 25.1% (RR5) in the GESIS Panel.  
The satisfactory response rates in GERPS become particularly apparent once we concen-
trate on response rates for specific samples or contact options (see Chapter 2.4). For 
emigrants contacted at their recent foreign address, we obtain an RR3 of 32.0%. For the 
remigrant group, we obtained an RR3 of 29.8%. In contrast, the RR3 among emigrants 
contacted at their former German addresses was 9.4%. 
                                                                
1  Overall, response rates are calculated by multiplying the survey recruitment rate with their 
profile rate (see AAPOR 2016: 48). 
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Emigrants who were contacted at their former German addresses were particularly hard 
to reach, as we had no or invalid information on their recent foreign address. 
Accordingly, for the recruitment in this particular group, we expected that emigrants 
would have ensured the receipt of postal items and correspondence either by personal 
contacts or by using forwarding orders provided by courier companies. Given the 
expected low quality of addresses in this subsample, the amount of additional 
interviews is decent. The RR3 of emigrants contacted at recent foreign addresses is 2.2 
percentage points higher than in the remigrant sample. This finding is noteworthy given 
our expectation of higher address quality in the remigrant sample. Respondents living 
abroad seem relatively more inclined to answer the questionnaire compared to 
remigrants. Overall, the response rate of GERPS is at a similar level as response rates of 
other probability-based online surveys. Once we focus on individuals contacted at their 
current addresses, GERPS’ response rate is substantially higher than in comparable 
surveys. 
6.3 Correlates of unit nonresponse and available data sources 
While response rates are a first indicator to assess nonresponse error in surveys (Groves 
et al. 2004: 59), they are not sufficient in determining data quality. The investigation of 
potential correlates of unit nonresponse is the second step. The available literature 
highlights various potential factors influencing unit nonresponse. Following Halbherr 
(2016), these factors can be assigned to personal characteristics of potential survey 
participants, to regional characteristics, and to specific characteristics of the survey. 
1. Personal characteristics: Several personal characteristics of potential survey 
participants are regularly found to be related with unit nonresponse. These mainly 
include sex, age, migration experience, family status, education, employment 
status, and socio-economic status (cf. Brehm 1993; Darcovich et al. 1998; 
Demarest et al. 2012; Durrant, Steele 2009; Feskens et al. 2007; Groves, Couper 
1998; Goyder 1987; Helmschrott, Martin 2014; Kleinert, Ruland, Trahms 2013; 
Koch 1998; Krause 1993; Lynn 2003; Smith 1983; Watson, Wooden 2009). The 
basic assumption behind the explanatory power of such socio-demographic and 
socio-economic factors is that potential survey participants who differ along those 
characteristics also differ with regard to their lifestyles and beliefs. Individual 
lifestyles therefore affect the risk of noncontact and survey refusal, which are often 
considered the main components of unit nonresponse (e.g. Peytchev 2013). 
2. Regional characteristics: The social, political, and economic situation in a country 
or specific region might also influence response behaviour. Indicators can include 
national and regional unemployment rates, the degree of urbanisation, the building 
structure of the neighbourhood (e.g. single-family houses versus blocks of flats), 
and the degree of ethnic segregation in the residential area of potential survey 
participants (e.g. Foster, Bushnell 1994; Goyder 1987; Harris-Kojetin, Tucker 1999; 
Helmschrott, Martin 2014; Sinibaldi, Trappmann, Kreuter 2014). Assumptions 
guiding macro-level effects on unit nonresponse primarily refer to the refusal 
component of unit nonresponse. For instance, living in highly urbanised regions 
with high population density may foster the perceived anonymity and fear of crime, 
promoting a climate of mistrust and ultimately increasing the risk of refusal in survey 
participation (e.g. Helmschrott, Martin 2014; Schneekloth, Leven 2003). In the 
context of GERPS, regional characteristics are potentially relevant in three ways: in 
the country of sampling, the country of origin, and the country of destination. For 
example, nonresponse of emigrants might increase due to unreliable national 
postal services that restrict emigrants’ reachability. 
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3. Survey characteristics: Several survey characteristics are likely to account for unit 
nonresponse. They include the mode of data collection as well as the type of 
incentives (Berlin et al. 1992; Juster, Suzman 1995; Martin, Helmschrott, 
Rammstedt 2014; Petrolia, Bhattacharjee 2009; Pforr et al. 2015; Singer, Kulka 
2001; Singer et al. 1999; Singer, Ye 2013). Similar to personal characteristics, 
survey design effects on unit nonresponse are explained by reachability (with 
respect to different survey modes) and by motivational aspects (with respect to 
incentives). In GERPS, there are two additional survey design features potentially 
influencing unit nonresponse. The first feature concerns the contact option of 
emigrants by using recent postal addresses in the destination country or the former 
address in Germany before emigration. A second feature concerns the sampling 
procedure, which focused on migration events during a period of twelve months. 
Since residential mobility is relatively high in our sample, the time that passed 
between migration and survey invitation might also be related to reachability and 
motivation. 
Although there are established and reasonably justified factors that influence potential 
survey participants’ response behaviour, researchers who aim at assessing unit non-
response error are often confronted with actually measuring explanatory factors 
because there is usually no or hardly any information available for the group of interest 
– i.e. the non-respondents (cf. Schnell 1997: 134). A particular advantage of the 
research design of GERPS is the availability of information on non-respondents (see in 
particular Chapter 2.4). Since the sampling for GERPS is based on Germany’s population 
registers, we are provided with basic information about all sample members, 
irrespective of their survey participation. Throughout the fieldwork, additional meta data 
was collected including information about the survey process (cf. Lynn 2008). In the 
context of unit nonresponse, this includes information about date and time of attempted 
contact, contact option, and the survey mode (e.g. push-to-web mode or different 
variants of mixed-modes including paper questionnaires). 
An additional way to deal with the challenge of lacking information about non-
respondents is applying auxiliary information as a proxy for relevant factors that 
promote unit nonresponse (Kreuter 2013). We purchased proxy information for the gross 
sample from Microm, a German micro- and geo-marketing agency. Microm provides 
demographic, economic, and geographic information based on the address level for all 
of the approximately 40.9 million households in Germany. Microm data are compiled 
from various sources, including German governmental institutions, the Deutsche Post, 
telecommunication companies, and various providers of market data from the private 
sector. To meet requirements of data security, Microm defines so-called “micro cells,” 
which consist of at least four households in a predefined geographical area. 
Accordingly, several micro cells can be part of one residential building, but a micro cell 
may also be represented by up to four residential buildings if each building contains 
only one household. Regarding GERPS, Microm information was matched to all available 
addresses in the overall gross sample. The information was mainly used on the micro-
cell level to either account for personal or regional characteristics. It is important to note, 
however, that in the case of German emigrants, Microm does not provide auxiliary 
information on the current residential area abroad, but on the German place of residence 
from where they emigrated.  
Basic descriptive statistics of our independent variables are displayed in Table 6-3 and 
assigns Microm data to the different characteristics discussed above. Note that case 
numbers between variables vary due to unavailable information from population 
registers and Microm. Considering personal characteristics, potential survey 
participants’ sex is introduced as a dummy variable, with “0” referring to men and “1” 
referring to female. Individuals’ age is categorised into five groups (0 = 20-30 years; … 
4 = 61-70 years). Whether participants in the study are born in Germany (“0”) or born 
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abroad (“1”) is captured as well. We further use Microm information on the dominant 
family structure in the micro-cell of emigrating or remigrating Germans, differentiating 
between mainly family households (“0”), a mix of family and single households (“1”), 
and mainly single households (“2”). The family structure serves as a proxy for potential 
survey participants’ household size, assuming that persons living in single households 
are more difficult to contact and more likely to be socially isolated than persons living 
in larger households (e.g. Helmschrott, Martin 2014). Another Microm variable is the 
categorical variable “social status” (0 = lowest; … 8 = highest), providing status 
information for the respective micro-cell based on a comparison with national averages 
of education and income. We expect a positive relationship between the socio-economic 
status and unit response because high-status participants are more likely to have 
cosmopolitan orientations and are more willing to disclose personal information for 
scientific purposes. 
Table 6-3:  Overview of independent variables in unit nonresponse analyses by 
sample 
 
Min. Max. Emigrants Remigrants 
n Mean SD n Mean SD 
Personal characteristics 
        
Female 0 1 26,226 0.47  21,004 0.45  
Age group         
  20-30 0 1 26,261 0.38  21,402 0.34  
  31-40 0 1 26,261 0.33  21,402 0.29  
  41-50 0 1 26,261 0.13  21,402 0.16  
  51-60 0 1 26,261 0.09  21,402 0.12  
  61-70 0 1 26,261 0.04  21,402 0.05  
Born abroad 0 1 26,265 0.26  21,435 0.29  
Social status (M) 0 8 24,498 4.49 2.83 20,984 4.70 2.88 
Family structure (M)         
  Mainly family households 0 1 24,498 0.13  20,984 0.12  
  Mix of family and single  
  households 
0 1 24,498 0.06  20,984 0.06  
  Mainly single households 0 1 24,498 0.79  20,984 0.80  
Regional characteristics         
Country of (r)emigration         
  EU-15 0 1 26,265 0.37  21,435 0.35  
  Post-EU-15 Member 0 1 26,265 0.05  21,435 0.05  
  Switzerland 0 1 26,265 0.16  21,435 0.00  
  Other European country 0 1 26,265 0.05  21,435 0.06  
  North America 0 1 26,265 0.08  21,435 0.08  
  Latin America 0 1 26,265 0.05  21,435 0.08  
  Asia 0 1 26,265 0.07  21,435 0.09  
  Africa 0 1 26,265 0.02  21,435 0.04  
  Australia, N. Zealand, 
Oceania 
0 1 26,265 0.03  21,435 0.03  
  Middle East, Arabic 
countries 
0 1 26,265 0.02  21,435 0.04  
  Missing country 
information 
0 1 26,265 0.03  21,435 0.04  
Building structure (M) 0 6 24,498 2.98 1.51 20,984 3.03 1.56 
Municipality size (M) 0 4 24,730 3.41 0.80 21,406 3.51 0.78 
        ↓ 
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Table 6-3: continued         
 
Min. Max. Emigrants Remigrants 
n Mean SD n Mean SD 
Survey characteristics         
Contacted at former 
German address 
0 1 26,265 0.64     
Months since migration 4 18 26,174 10.97 3.59 21,429 10.56 3.64 
Survey mode         
  Push-to-web only 0 1    21,435 0.90  
  PAPI option with invitation 0 1    21,435 0.04  
  PAPI option with second 
reminder 
0 1    21,435 0.04  
Incentive scheme number         
  INS 1 (0/lottery) 0 1 26,265 0.30  21,435 0.49  
  INS 2 (0/10) 0 1 26,265 0.30  21,435 0.37  
  INS 3 (0/20) 0 1 26,265 0.38  21,435 0.03  
  INS 4 (non-cash/15) 0 1 26,265 0.02     
  INS 5 (5/5) 0 1    21,435 0.03  
  INS 6 (5/10) 0 1    21,435 0.03  
  INS 7 (5/15) 0 1    21,435 0.03  
Note: (M) = Microm data 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
With respect to regional characteristics, register information on emigrants’ country of 
destination and remigrants’ country of origin is used. Migration to or from EU-15 
countries is coded “0,” “1” refers to post-EU-15 accession countries, “2” to Switzerland, 
“3” to non-EU/non-Switzerland countries in Europe, “4” to North American countries, 
“5” to Latin American countries, “6” to Asian countries, “7” to African countries, “8” to 
countries in Australia, New Zealand and Oceania respectively, “9” to Arabic and Middle 
Eastern countries, and “10” to persons for whom no country information is available 
from the registers (i.e. 990 emigrants and 991 remigrants). We further account for the 
building structure (0 = 1-2 family homes in homogeneous street; 1 = 1-2 family homes 
in heterogeneous street; 2 = 3-5 family homes; 3 = 6-9 family homes; 4 = block of flats 
with 10-19 households; 5 = high-rise buildings with 20 and more households; 
6 = mainly commercially-used houses) using Microm data. With reference to social 
isolation theories, this variable serves as a proxy for access to neighbours and the local 
community, assuming substandard access and, therefore, increased nonresponse for 
persons living in rather anonymous multiunit structures and areas with primarily 
commercially-used buildings (Groves, Couper 1998). The variable “municipality size” is 
derived from Microm information and measured at the municipality level. It is introduced 
as an ordinal variable (0 = below 20,000 inhabitants; 1 = 20,000 to below 50,000 
inhabitants; 2 = 50,000 to below 100,000 inhabitants; 3 = 100,000 to below 500,000 
inhabitants; 4 = 500,000 and more inhabitants). Municipality size provides information 
on the degree of urbanisation in the respective area, assuming that persons living in 
urban areas spend less time at home. In the context of GERPS, however, it could also be 
assumed that persons emigrating from or remigrating to rather remote areas feel less 
inclined to participate in a survey supported by the government, as persons from such 
areas often feel rather unnoticed by the government. 
Regarding survey characteristics, four different variables are taken into account to 
understand nonresponse behaviour. First, a categorical variable accounts for the 
different contact options applied in the emigrant sample. It captures whether emigrants 
were contacted at their recent foreign addresses (“0”) or at their former German 
addresses (“1”). The use of former German addresses indicated that there were either 
no or invalid foreign addresses registered at the register office (see Chapter 6.4 for more 
details on the survey mode and incentive experiments). Second, “months since 
migration” is a continuous variable and measures the time between the emigration or 
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remigration event and the first month of interviewing (November 2018). Choosing the 
first month of interviewing instead of interview dates avoids the problem of lacking 
interview dates and makes measurements between migrants comparable. Outliers are 
dealt with by restricting the variable range from four months (including one to three 
months since migration) to 18 months (including 19 to 234 months since migration). A 
third variable controls whether remigrants were part of the survey mode experiment or 
not. Potential survey participants in the experiment group were given the chance to 
participate by PAPI. The experiment group was divided into two groups: The first group 
received a paper questionnaire in combination with the invitation letter (coded “1”), 
while the second group received a paper questionnaire with the second reminder only 
(coded “2”; see Chapters 5.1.2 and 15.1). Finally, a fourth variable accounts for the 
different incentive schemes (INS) that we applied to test motivation of survey par-
ticipation (see Chapter 5.2.4). Participants who were offered a lottery of twenty times 
500 euros are coded “0,” while conditional cash incentives with 10 and 20 euros were 
coded “1” and “2” respectively. The other four categories account for incentive schemes 
with a combination of unconditional and conditional incentives: “3” refers to non-
cash/15, “4” to 5/5, “5” to 5/10 and “6” to the 5/15 incentive scheme. 
6.3.1 Effects of personal and regional factors on unit nonresponse 
Table 6-4 depicts average marginal effects (AMEs) on unit nonresponse based on 
multiple logistic regression analyses with robust standard errors. The dependent 
variable measures response according to AAPOR standards, with nonresponse 
(including break-offs) coded “0” and response coded “1.” Accordingly, negative AMEs 
indicate a lower probability to respond, while positive AMEs indicate a higher probability 
to respond compared to the reference group. The analysis is conducted separately for 
emigrants and remigrants. Both estimations are based on the overall gross sample size 
but exclude cases with missing information resulting from failed matches between 
Microm data and GERPS data as well as from missing registry data.2 
The pseudo-R2 of the emigrant model is comparatively high, potentially indicating 
biased estimation outcomes. Stepwise logistic regressions, however, revealed that 9 
percentage points are solely due to controlling for the availability of foreign address 
information and not due to socio-demographic characteristics of sample members. The 
personal indicators alone have an explanatory power of below 5% in both models. This 
finding is in line with evidence from other population surveys (e.g. Schneekloth, Leven 
2003) and not surprising. According to Schnell (1997: 200) there never was a strong 
association between unit nonresponse and socio-demographic variables. The weak 
explanatory power indicated by the low pseudo-R2 suggests that the relationship between 
almost all observed independent variables and unit nonresponse is rather small. 
With respect to regional characteristics, the country of origin or destination affects unit 
nonresponse in both samples. Emigrants living in an EU-15 member state are most likely 
to respond, whereas emigrants in member states joining the EU after 2004 are 4.6% less 
likely to respond. Emigrants living in European non-EU-member states (excluding 
Switzerland) have low response probabilities as well (-5.8%). But also emigrants who 
live in North America (-2.9%), Africa (-5.2%), in Middle Eastern or in Arabic countries (-
7.5%) are significantly less likely to respond compared to emigrants who live in one of 
the first 15 member states of the EU. Remigrants are least likely to respond when they 
returned from an EU-member state that joined the EU after 2004 (-12.7%) or another 
European country (-8.7%, excl. Switzerland). Lower response probabilities are also 
reported for migrants who returned from the Middle East or Arabic countries (-5.2%). 
                                                                
2  Logistic regressions of missing information on unit nonresponse showed that sample members 
with missing information had no significantly different response probability than sample 
members with complete information. 
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Table 6-4:  Average marginal effects (AMEs) on unit response (=1) based on separate 
multiple logistic regressions by sample 
 
Emigrants Remigrants 
Personal characteristics   
Female (ref.: male) 0.019*** (4.04) 0.054*** (8.51) 
Age (ref.: 20-30 years) 
  
   31-40 years 0.003 (0.47) 0.044*** (5.54) 
   41-50 years -0.010 (-1.41) 0.021* (2.18) 
   51-60 years -0.007 (-0.96) -0.040*** (-4.00) 
   61-70 years -0.020 (-1.82) -0.045** (-3.27) 
Place of birth abroad (ref.: Germany) -0.082*** (-16.62) -0.129*** (-18.73) 
Social status 0.006*** (6.39) 0.011*** (9.96) 
Family structure (ref.: mainly family 
households) 
  
   mix of family and single households -0.008 (-0.79) 0.001 (0.09) 
   mainly single households -0.010 (1.29) 0.027* (2.56) 
Regional characteristics   
Country of (r)emigration (ref.: EU-15) 
  
   Post-EU-15 member -0.046*** (-4.23) -0.127*** (-9.10) 
   Switzerland -0.014* (-2.13) 0.015 (1.32) 
   Other European country -0.058*** (-5.49) -0.087 (-6.42) 
   North America -0.029** (-3.36) -0.001 (-0.09) 
   Latin America -0.021* (-1.97) 0.015 (1.20) 
   Asia -0.016 (-1.62) 0.027* (2.22) 
   Africa -0.052** (-3.43) -0.001 (-0.05) 
   Australia, New Zealand, Oceania -0.025 (-1.94) 0.014 (0.79) 
   Middle East, Arabic countries -0.075*** (-5.07) -0.052** (-3.29) 
   Missing country information -0.057*** (-4.18) -0.058*** (-3.92) 
Building structure -0.007*** (-4.12) -0.009*** (-3.90) 
Municipality size 0.010*** (3.58) -0.002 (-0.41) 
Survey characteristics   
Availability of foreign address (ref.: no) -0.221*** (-35.17) - 
Months since migration -0.004*** (-5.80) 0.002** (2.86) 
Survey mode (ref.: push-to-web)   
   PAPI option with invitation - 0.017 (1.04) 
   PAPI option with second reminder - 0.012 (0.78) 
Incentive scheme (ref.: INS 1)   
  INS 2 (0/10) -0.001 (-0.20) -0.004 (-0.56) 
  INS 3 (0/20) 0.027*** (4.57) 0.044* (2.47) 
  INS 4 (non-cash/15) 0.014 (1.04)  
  INS 5 (5/5) - 0.114*** (6.19) 
  INS 6 (5/10) - 0.099*** (5.38) 
  INS 7 (5/15) - 0.126*** (6.82) 
Observations 24,368 20,527 
McFadden's Pseudo-R2 0.118 0.043 
Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001; z statistics in parentheses. Estimated with robust 
standard errors. 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
The remaining two regional characteristics are also associated with unit nonresponse. 
The building structure is negatively associated with unit response, indicating that a more 
heterogeneous building structure is related with a lower response probability (0.7% for 
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emigrants and 0.9% for remigrants for each unit change).3 Municipality size has an 
unexpected but rather small effect on unit nonresponse as unit response increases with 
municipality size in the emigration sample (1.0% per unit increase). Regarding 
remigrants, municipality size has no effect on their response behaviour. 
6.3.2 Effects of survey-related factors on unit nonresponse 
Similar to personal and regional characteristics, survey-related factors only marginally 
affect sample members’ unit nonresponse. One exception is the contact option in the 
emigrant sample. The variable “Contacted at former German address” indicates whether 
emigrated persons were contacted at their recent foreign addresses or through their 
former addresses in Germany. The latter strategy was only followed in case of invalid or 
missing foreign addresses. It can be seen in the emigrant model that even when 
controlling for various personal, regional, and survey characteristics, emigrants with 
invalid or missing foreign addresses were 22.1% less likely to respond than emigrants 
whom we were able to contact at their recent foreign addresses. The higher nonresponse 
is, however, not related to emigrants’ destination countries, as coefficients of contact 
option hardly differed before and after controlling for emigration country. Instead, the 
difference mainly results from the high noncontact rate of emigrants contacted at their 
former German addresses, because the response behaviour between all emigrants who 
received the invitation letters only differs marginally (cf. Table 6-1). 
Regarding the survey design characteristic “months since migration,” emigrants’ 
response probability decreases with increasing time since emigration. This finding 
supports our assumption that emigrants’ address quality decreases with increasing time 
since migration. Contrastingly, remigrants’ response probability increases the longer the 
time since their remigration. A final survey design characteristic potentially affecting unit 
nonresponse in GERPS refers to the two methodological experiments. The first 
experiment tested alternative survey modes, assuming that push-to-web designs could 
impede unit response and increase social selectivity. Persons who were part of this 
survey mode experiment were provided with the opportunity to additionally participate 
by paper and pencil (PAPI). The experimental group consisted out of two sub-groups, 
with one sub-group receiving the paper questionnaire in combination with the invitation 
and reminder letter, and another sub-group receiving the paper questionnaire with the 
second reminder letter (see Chapter 5.1.2). 
Table 6-5:  Response rates by survey mode 
 Sample 
 
N 
Interviews 
(complete only) 
N 
RR1 
 
% 
Push-to-web 5,998 1,693 28.2 
PAPI option with invitation and 
reminder letter 
999 300 30.0 
PAPI option only with second 
reminder letter 
1,000 297 29.7 
PAPI option total 1,999 597 29.9 
Note: Analyses are restricted to the remigrant sample with a conditional 10€ incentive to reduce 
intervening survey design characteristics. Complete = over 80% of all applicable questions 
answered. 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
                                                                
3  We also employed multiple logistic regression analyses in which we used “building structure” 
as categorical variable. The results supported our related linear assumption as well. 
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Potential survey participants from the mixed-mode survey design showed a response 
rate (RR1) that was 1.9 percentage points higher in relation to comparable sample 
members who were exclusively pushed to web (see Table 6-5). According to a two-sided 
t-test, however, there is no statistically significant difference between the single- and 
mixed-mode survey group (95%-CI; p(Push-to-web = PAPI total) = 0.160, df(7,996)). 
In the second methodological experiment, we tested various incentive schemes and 
their impact on unit response. The literature yields various answers to the question on 
how to maximise unit response through incentives. Research indicates that successful 
incentives depend on the survey population, survey modes, sampling methods, and the 
questionnaire’s content and length (Becker, Möser, Glauser 2019; Blom, Gathmann, 
Krieger 2015; Edwards et al. 2005; Groves 2006; Singer, Ye 2013). Table 6-6 provides 
an overview of the response rates (RR1) for all seven incentive schemes by sample and 
contact option. 
Table 6-6:  Response rates (RR1) in percentage by incentive scheme, sample and 
contact option 
 Emigrants Remigrants Total 
INS 1 (0/lottery) 16.3 
14.1 
20.6 
33.2 
 
29.0 23.5 
INS 2 (0/10) 28.0 21.0 
INS 3 (0/20) 32.8 21.4 
INS 4 (non-cash/15)  33.2 
INS 5 (5/5) 39.8 39.8 
INS 6 (5/10) 37.9 37.9 
INS 7 (5/15) 40.1 40.1 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
Incentive schemes 5, 6, and 7, which combine unconditional and conditional payments, 
yield the highest response rates ranging between 37.9% and 40.1%. This finding holds 
regardless of the amount of the conditional incentive, but the differences are not 
statistically significant according to two-sided t-tests (95%-CI; p(INS 5 = INS 6) = 0.459, 
df(1,498); p(INS 6 = INS 7) = 0.386, df(1,497); p(INS 5 = INS 7) = 0.899, df(1,497)). The 
other incentive schemes in the remigrant sample yield significantly lower response rates 
with the lottery group even showing a higher response rate compared to the conditional 
10-euro incentive scheme. Among INS 1 to 3, remigrants who were offered the 
conditional 20-euro incentive showed the highest response rate. The conditional 20-
euro incentive and the mixed INS were also significant if controlled for other covariates 
(see Table 6-4). 
In the emigrant sample, only small differences exist in response behaviour between the 
lottery incentive and the conditional 10-euro incentive scheme. High incentives of 20 
euros have a particularly positive effect on response rates among the conditional 
incentive schemes. We report an RR1 of 20.6% in case of 20 euros offered after survey 
participation. However, combining unconditional non-cash and conditional 15-euro 
incentives resulted in the highest response rate among emigrants (33.2%). The 
response rate is markedly higher compared to the conditional 20-euro incentive 
scheme. This is in line with findings in the remigrant sample, where the combination of 
unconditional and conditional incentives yielded the highest response rates. Note that 
in contrast to INS 4, the results for INS 3 are likely influenced by the different contact 
options. INS 3 was selectively used in both contact options, while INS 4 was only used 
for a selected group of emigrants contacted at their recent foreign addresses. 
Although there is still room for improvement regarding incentive schemes for surveying 
abroad, we can conclude that response rates in the emigrant sample benefit from 
relatively high conditional incentives of 20 euros. This holds true in the remigrant 
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sample as well. However, remigrants’ response behaviour is even more promising in 
case of smaller incentives of five euros before and after their participation (see Table 6-6). 
7 Survey completion and item nonresponse 
Item nonresponse occurs when a respondent participates in the survey but does not 
provide answers to specific questions or items, or the answer provided by the 
respondent is not meaningful or substantive concerning the question asked. Item 
nonresponse usually results in missing data, which diminishes the validity and 
reliability of data (Dillman, Smyth, Melani 2011). Especially in self-administered modes 
such as web or postal surveys item nonresponse can be a major problem (Blumenberg 
et al. 2018; Bowling, Huang 2018; Couper 2000; Daikeler, Bošnjak, Lozar Manfreda 
2019; Healy et al. 2018; Leeper 2019). Item nonresponse is usually caused by 
respondent refusal or the inability to provide usable answers to specific questions 
(Plutzer 2019). Nonresponse frequently found in a data set can have a negative 
influence on survey data quality. In some cases, it may be as severe as unit nonresponse 
(Tourangeau, Conrad, Couper 2013). 
7.1 Missing data conventions 
As in every survey, some answers or variables might be missing, for example those who 
are without a valid code or value. As GERPS is a SOEP-related study aiming to enable a 
direct comparison between the SOEP and GERPS, the conventions for defining missing 
data are based on those of SOEP (Liebig et al. 2019). As in the SOEP, negative values 
are not valid for any variable, but instead are used to code different reasons for missing 
information. There are two distinctions for missing values: 
• Missing codes may originate in the respondent’s answer as the respondent may 
refuse or not know an answer or may report invalid values. 
• Missing codes may also be coded due to the survey design. For example, 
respondents with certain characteristics may be excluded from some questions due 
to filter questions, e.g. jobless respondents will never be asked about their weekly 
working hours. The following codes apply to data of GERPS as well as SOEP. 
In the following, the missing categories used within GERPS as well as SOEP are 
presented: 
Item nonresponse (-1) 
Any situation in which a respondent actively skips a question is classified as item non-
response. These are, for example, cases where a person might refuse to answer a 
question, which happens more often for sensitive questions (e.g. income-related 
questions), or he or she may just not know the answer to a question. In such a case 
where answers were skipped, the missing code is “-1” for no answer given to this 
question.  
Does not apply (-2) 
Information may be missing when a question is not asked because it is not relevant for 
a specific person, e.g. self-employed respondents were not asked about the duration of 
their working contract and will be filtered around the questions addressed specifically 
to employees. Also, there are specific rating questions in a grid question that are only 
relevant for specific groups. In those cases, a “does not apply to me” option was 
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included with the grid question. In both cases of “does not apply” to this person, the 
variable receives a code of “-2” for this respondent. 
Not valid (-3) 
Sometimes invalid answers are encountered, e.g. a person cannot work more than 168 
hours a week. In such a case, multiple checks are carried out, and if the inconsistency 
remains, the variable is recoded “-3” for “implausible value.” 
Not included in this version of the questionnaire (-5) 
A master data set combining data of the emigrant and remigrant survey was generated. 
However, both surveys included several questions that are specific to either the group 
of emigrants or remigrants. In these specific emigrant questions, the remigrant cases 
were set to “-5” and vice versa within specific remigrant questions, the emigrant cases 
are coded with “-5,” characterising these as “Not included in this version of the 
questionnaire.” Moreover, as mentioned in Chapter 5.1.2, several experiments were 
carried out within GERPS. For one of these experiments, a reduced PAPI questionnaire 
was carried out. In this case, that means that some questions were left out completely, 
e.g. to shorten the questionnaire and ease the participation by omitting complicated 
filters for the self-administered PAPI version. Thus, the PAPI version only consisted of 81 
questions and online-only questions variables’ values were also set to “-5.” 
7.2 Prevalence of item nonresponse 
In the context of GERPS, we did not find any overall incidence of excessive item non-
response. On the contrary, our respondents answered most of the questions and as a 
result we had an average percentage of individual item nonresponse of 2% (SD=.05) in 
both samples. Compared to other studies that reported item nonresponse rates between 
2% and 6% (Blumenberg et al. 2018; Bowyer, Rogowski 2017; Mavletova, Lynn 2019; 
Millar, Dillman 2012), GERPS performs very well and is located at the lowest end of this 
range. Moreover, in our emigrant sample, 30% did not leave any item blank and in our 
remigrant sample, this rate was raised to 59%. 
The American Association for Public Opinion Research (AAPOR 2016) advises that 
survey projects find a precise definition for interview status (especially for the status of 
completed questionnaires, partial cases and break-offs). Usually these decisions are 
based on individual nonresponse. In addition, they recommend that researchers 
exclude break-off cases from the analysis file as well as calculations of response and 
other outcome rates. Thus, when defining these statuses, researchers face a trade-off: 
First, they do not want to exclude too many cases from the analysis file due to a rigorous 
definition of break-off and by this to reach a high unit nonresponse rate. Second, they 
do not want to include too many cases in the analysis file because of a less strict 
definition of complete or partial cases, which will lead in higher item nonresponse rates 
in cases deemed complete or partial. Thus, the strategy of defining interview status for 
GERPS was based on widely-used standards of AAPOR (2016) and the work of Callegaro 
and DiSogra (Callegaro, DiSogra 2008; DiSogra, Callegaro 2015) on metrics for online 
panels. Therefore, we decided to define these three statuses based on the proportion of 
all applicable questions: 
• Break-off: for respondents having answered less than 50% of all applicable 
questions  
• Partial interview: for respondents having answered between 50% and 80% of all 
applicable questions 
• Completed interview: with 80% and more of all applicable questions answered 
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Table 7-1: Survey completion rates by migration status 
 Emigrants Remigrants 
 N % N % 
Break-off 261 5.3 377 5.4 
Partial interview 122 2.5 127 1.8 
Completed 
Interviews 
4,545 92.2 6,465 92.8 
Total 4,928 100.0 6,969 100.0 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
7.3 Correlates of item nonresponse 
As mentioned above, systematic nonresponse in particular can be a major threat to data 
quality. Thus, a central analysis of the sources of item nonresponse is crucial. Research 
on item nonresponse differences with regard to the impact of survey modes has 
produced mixed results: Some studies found lower rates for web surveys compared to 
postal surveys, some studies found similar rates, and others found higher rates for web 
surveys than for postal surveys (Couper, Antoun, Mavletova 2017; Kreuter, Presser, 
Tourangeau 2008; Lee et al. 2018; Lugtig, Toepoel 2016; Weigold, Weigold, Natera 
2018). Moreover, other studies identified advantages of the online mode, decreasing 
item nonresponse to specific question types such as open-ended answers (Denscombe 
2009), multiple response questions (Messer, Edwards, Dillman 2012; Millar, Dillman 
2012), or questions covering sensitive topics (Décieux, Hoffmann 2014; Höglinger, Jann, 
Diekmann 2016; Sakshaug, Yan, Tourangeau 2010). 
Besides survey modes, a number of other factors may affect item nonresponse rates. 
First, respondent-related characteristics such as age, sex, and education can influence 
nonresponse rates. Second, survey-related factors such as survey burden, mandatory 
questions, or incentives can affect respondents’ willingness to answer certain 
questions. And third, question-related factors such as question format, types, or 
sensitivity can have an influence on the prevalence of item nonresponse (for an overview 
see, for example, Blumenberg et al. 2018; Healy et al. 2018; Tourangeau, Conrad, 
Couper 2013). In this chapter, we examine the determinants of item nonresponse within 
GERPS. Specifically, we focus on determinants of overall item nonresponse of 
respondents who completed the survey. As the main sample of GERPS was realised as 
a web survey, we have the possibility to analyse determinants of item nonresponse from 
different perspectives. Thus, the approach of our analyses is twofold. First, we analyse 
respondent-related factors affecting item nonresponse such as specific socio-
demographic characteristics of participants that were mainly conducted at the end of 
the survey. Second, we examine survey-related variables provided by certain survey 
meta- and paradata (Brower 2018; Roßmann, Gummer 2016b; Vehre 2011). 
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Table 7-2:  Overview of independent variables in item nonresponse analyses by data 
source and migration status 
 
Min. Max. Emigrants Remigrants 
n Mean SD n Mean SD 
Survey data 
        
Age  19 78 4,531 34.45 11.08 6,408 36.78 11.41 
Sex         
  Male 0 1 2,221 0.49  3,155 0.48  
  Female 0 1 2,294 0.51  3,234 0.50  
  Missing 0 1 17 0.00  19 0.00  
School degree         
  No 0 1 320 0.07  829 0.13  
  Intermediate  0 1 741 0.16  1,133 0.18  
  Upper  0 1 3,412 0.75  4,340 0.68  
  Other 0 1 44 0.01  0 0.00  
  Missing 0 1 14 0.00  106 0.02  
Connectedness with 
Germany 
        
  Rather connected 0 1 1,466 0,32  2,244 0.35  
  Rather unconnected 0 1 3,065 0,68  4,164 0.65  
Risk attitude 0 10 4,531 6.01 2.15 6,408 6.12 2.19 
Life satisfaction 0 10 4,531 7.77 1.61 6,408 7.27 1.95 
Meta- and paradata 
        
Panel consent         
  No 0 1 305 0.07  453 0.07  
  Yes 0 1 4,226 0.93  5,953 0.93  
  Missing 0 1 0 0.00  2 0.00  
Incentive scheme         
  0/10 0 1 1,084 0.24  2,273 0.36  
  Pre-paid 0 1 200 0.04  833 0.13  
  0/20 0 1 1,923 0.42  373 0.06  
  Lottery 0 1 1,324 0.29  2,929 0.46  
Completion time    
  
   
  Fast 0 1 99 0.02  180 0.03  
  Normal 0 1 3,896 0.86  5,511 0.86  
  Slow 0 1 536 0.11  717 0.11  
Device         
  Desktop Device 0 1 3,158 0.70  4,377 0.68  
  Mobile Device 0 1 1,351 0.30  1,814 0.28  
  Missing 0 1 22 0.00  217 0.03  
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
7.3.1 Effects of respondent-related factors on item nonresponse 
Previous research suggests that respondent-related factors, socio-demographic 
resources, and personality traits of individuals can have a substantial effect on the 
prevalence of item nonresponse. Therefore, we analysed the sample of all completed 
interviews with respect to specific patterns of item nonresponse. We investigated 
whether respondent’s sex, age, education as well as their life satisfaction, their risk 
attitude, and their connectedness to Germany had a significant effect on the prevalence 
of item nonresponse. For connectedness to Germany, we used classified versions of 
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these variables, which aggregated the values of the original scales. Connectedness to 
Germany originally was conducted on a four-point scale (ranging from 1 = strongly 
connected to 4 = entirely unconnected) and was transformed to a two-point scale 
(original 1, 2: -> 2 = rather connected and original 3, 4: -> 1 = rather unconnected). 
Moreover, we used the life satisfaction and risk attitude variables, which were measured 
on an eleven-point Likert scale (0 = totally unsatisfied to 10 = totally satisfied, 0 = not 
willing to take risks to 10 = very risk-averse). Given that the adaptive filtering of our 
online survey meant that our respondents did not always have to answer the same 
number of questions, the cumulative number of nonresponse is a biased measure of 
data quality. For this reason, we calculated a relative measure as item nonresponse 
covering the individual percentage of overall item nonresponse (pinr). 
Table 7-3:  Respondent-related factors as determinants of overall item nonresponse 
in completed interviews (measured by the percentage of individual item 
non-response (Pinr)) by migration status (OLS regressions) 
 Pinr 
Emigrants 
Pinr 
Remigrants 
Sex (ref. male)   
  Female 0.033 0.065* 
 (0.033) (0.027) 
Age -0.235*** -0.019* 
 (0.011) (0.008) 
Age2 0.003*** 0.000*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) 
School degree (ref.: no degree)   
  Intermediate degree -0.018 -0.022 
 (0.076) (0.052) 
  Upper degree -0.189** -0.184*** 
 (0.067) (0.046) 
Connectedness with Germany (ref.: rather unconnected)  
  (strongly) connected -0.055 -0.033 
 (0.035) (0.028) 
Life satisfaction -0.020 0.006 
 (0.013) (0.008) 
Risk attitude -0.012 -0.015* 
 (0.008) (0.006) 
   
Constant 7.745*** 1.042*** 
 (0.275) (0.192) 
Observations 4,512 6,369 
R2 0.395 0.052 
Note: t statistics in parentheses; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
In the emigrant sample, different sociodemographic variables of respondents had an 
effect on item completion. Respondent’s age and having an upper school degree had a 
significant negative effect on the prevalence of item nonresponse, meaning that these 
respondents showed stronger item completion behaviour. Concerning respondent-
related factors, the results of the remigrants have a quite similar structure. Again, 
respondents’ age and holding an upper school degree had a significant negative 
correlation with the prevalence of item nonresponse. However, sex of the respondent 
and having a positive risk attitude had an additional significant effect on the prevalence 
of item nonresponse in the remigrant sample, as female remigrants showed higher 
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levels of item non-response and remigrants with a higher risk attitude showed lower 
rates of item nonresponse. 
7.3.2 Effects of survey-related factors on item nonresponse 
Concerning survey-related factors, we tested the effect of four different variables as pre-
dictors for item nonresponse, while controlling for respondent-related factors (see 
Chapter 7.3.1): These survey-related factors are consent to panel participation, 
incentive mode, completion time, and the device used to proceed through the 
questionnaire. 
Consent to panel participation was evaluated at the end of each survey and can be inter-
preted as a survey-related factor as it is an indicator of survey involvement, interest in 
the topic, or respondent motivation. The variable incentive mode refers to the different 
forms of incentives that our respondents received to motivate them for survey 
participation. As mentioned in Chapter 5.2.4, we tested the influence of different 
incentive schemes (INS; lottery, hybrid pre-post-paid strategies, and post-paid 
strategy), and different incentive values (5, 10, 15 and 20 euros). For the purpose of this 
chapter, these modes were categorised in a hybrid mode consisting of a pre-paid and a 
post-paid incentive, two categories of post-paid incentive: 10 euros, 20 euros and, as a 
reference, a lottery of 500 euros. Moreover, completion times were tested as an 
objective indicator for survey burden. Using the Stata module RSPEEDINDEX (Roßmann 
2015) and based on the overall survey completion time, we computed a response speed 
index for every respondent. The index values can be interpreted as a measure of the 
mean response speed of survey respondents. An index value of “1” means that 
respondents’ response speed is equivalent to the mean response speed in the selected 
sample of respondents. Index values close to “0” indicate a very fast mean response 
speed, whereas values close to “2” indicate a very slow mean response speed of the 
individual respondent. Based on this index it was possible to flag response speed 
outliers in the lower (i.e., fast respondents) and the upper (i.e., slow respondents) based 
on absolute cut-off values of the response speed index. Respondents with a response-
speed index value smaller than .5 were flagged as fast responders (speeder) and 
respondents with a value above 1.5 were flagged as slow respondents. Finally, the 
device type was used as an independent variable as survey participation on mobile 
devices is considered more burdensome and inconvenient than on traditional desktop 
computers. Using the Stata module PARSEUAS (Roßmann, Gummer 2016a), we 
extracted the information on which device our respondents used to participate in our 
survey from the User Agent String. For this chapter, we clustered these device types in 
two groups: mobile vs. desktop. This allows us to investigate whether the device used 
to take the survey had a significant effect on item nonresponse rates. 
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Table 7-4: Survey-related factors as determinants of item nonresponse in completed 
interviews (measured by the percentage of individual item non-response 
(Pinr)) by migration status (OLS regressions) 
 Pinr 
Emigrants 
Pinr 
Remigrants 
Model 1   
Panel consent (ref.: no)   
  Yes -0.363*** -0.437*** 
 (0.065) (0.053) 
Observations 4440 6329 
R2 0.271 0.053 
Model 2   
Incentive (ref.: INS 1)   
  0/10 -0.022 0.100*** 
 (0.044) (0.029) 
  pre-paid) -0.033 -0.018 
(0.082) (0.041) 
  0/20 0.013 0.043 
(0.039) (0.058) 
Observations 4440 6329 
R2 0.266 0.045 
Model 3   
Completion time (ref.: normal time)   
  Fast responders (speeding) 0.012 0.227** 
 (0.111) (0.081) 
  Slow responders  0.067 0.085* 
(0.051) (0.042) 
Observations 4440 6329 
R2 0.266 0.045 
Model 4   
Device (ref.: desktop device)   
  Mobile device 0.025 0.099*** 
 (0.036) (0.029) 
Observations 4440 6329 
R2 0.266 0.045 
Note: t statistics in parentheses; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001, all models are controlled for 
respondent-related factors. 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
For the emigrant sample, we only found a significant negative correlation between the 
willingness to participate in further waves of GERPS (Model 1) and the amount of item 
nonresponse in our survey. In the remigrant sample, we detected similar patterns 
concerning consent to panel participation (Model 1). Moreover, a post-paid incentive of 
10 euros (Model 2), lower completion times (Model 3), and the use of a mobile device 
to complete the survey (Model 4) led to higher amounts of item nonresponse within the 
remigrant sample. 
Even though the overall item nonresponse rate was rather low, a detailed analysis of the 
causes of item nonresponse was necessary. It turns out that in line with previous 
research, we detected some respondent-related factors as well as some survey-related 
factors influencing item nonresponse within both GERPS samples. In both samples, we 
found a significant correlation in the respondent’s age, education, and consent to panel 
participation. Concerning the other factors, results were inconclusive between these 
groups. In particular, the difference concerning the effect of the device type is 
interesting. While using a mobile device had no significant effect on the frequency of 
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item nonresponse within the emigrant’s sample, the use of a mobile phone significantly 
increases item non-response. Here, future studies with a more precise view may find 
possible explanations for this difference. For example, a more differentiated view on the 
device type, quality of the internet connection etc. could be promising aspects worth 
investigating (Struminskaya, Weyandt, Bosnjak 2015). 
8 Conditions for future panel participation 
8.1 Consent to panel participation 
Concerning the overall consent to panel participation, the willingness to participate in 
future waves of GERPS was high. In total, 93.1% of all respondents agreed and allowed 
us to invite them to take part in further interviews. Having a closer look at emigrant and 
remigrants, we find no significant differences concerning the willingness to participate 
in the next waves by migration status (see Table 8-1). 
Table 8-1:  Panel consent rates by migration status 
Panel Consent  Emigrants Remigrants Total 
No 0.07 0.07 0.07 
Yes 0.93 0.93 0.93 
N 4,619 6,531 11,150 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
8.2 Correlates of panel consent 
Similar to item nonresponse, the panel consent rate can be affected by the survey itself 
(survey-related) or by the characteristics of the persons surveyed (respondent-related) 
(Groves, Singer, Corning 2000; Gummer, Daikeler 2018; Leeper 2019; De Leeuw, Lugtig 
2015; Lugtig 2014; Sakshaug et al. 2019). Thus, the structure of the analysis and the 
choice of independent variables are very similar to the nonresponse analysis. 
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Table 8-2: Overview of independent variables in the analyses of panel consent by 
data source and migration status 
 
Min. Max. Emigrants Remigrants 
n Mean SD n Mean SD 
Survey data 
        
Age  19 78 4,531 34.45 11.08 6,406 36.78 11.41 
Sex         
  Male 0 1 2,221 0.49  3,154 0.49  
  Female 0 1 2,294 0.51  3,233 0.50  
  Missing 0 1 17 0.00  19 0.00  
School degree         
  No 0 1 320 0.07  829 0.13  
  Intermediate  0 1 741 0.16  1,133 0.18  
  Upper  0 1 3,412 0.75  4,338 0.68  
  Other 0 1 44 0.01  0 0.00  
  Missing 0 1 14 0.00  106 0.02  
Connectedness with 
Germany 
        
  Rather connected 0 1 1,466 0,32  2,243 0.35  
  Rather unconnected 0 1 3,065 0,68  4,163 0.65  
Risk attitude 0 10 4,531 6.01 2.15 6,406 6.12 2.19 
Life satisfaction 0 10 4,531 7.77 1.61 6,406 7.27 1.95 
Meta- and para data 
        
Incentive scheme         
  0/10 0 1 1,084 0.24  2,271 0.35  
  Pre-paid 0 1 200 0.04  833 0.13  
  0/20 0 1 1,923 0.42  373 0.05  
  Lottery 0 1 1,324 0,29  2,929 0.46  
Completion time    
  
21,35
6 
0.09 0.28 
  Fast 0 1 99 0.02  180 0,03  
  Normal 0 1 3,896 0.86  5,509 0.86  
  Slow 0 1 536 0.11  717 0.11  
Device         
  Desktop device 0 1 3,158 0.70  4,377 0.68  
  Mobile device 0 1 1,351 0.30  1,814 0,28  
  Missing 0 1 22 0.00  215 0.03  
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
8.2.1 Effects of respondent-related factors on consent to panel participation 
As mentioned above, respondent-related factors, i.e. socio-demographic characteristics 
of individuals, can have a substantial effect on the willingness to participate in a survey. 
Thus, we investigated such respondent-related effects based on the variables that had 
also been used in Chapter 7.3.1 to represent respondent-related factors (more 
information on variable development there). 
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Table 8-3:  Respondent-related factors as determinants of panel consent by 
migration status (multiple logistic regression, AMEs) 
 Emigrants   Remigrants   
Sex (ref.: male)   
  Female 0.008 (1.09) 0.006 (0.94) 
Age 0.002 (1.01) 0.000 (0.13) 
Age2 -0.000 (-1.37) -0.000 (-0.84) 
School degree (ref.: no degree)   
  Intermediate degree -0.015 (-0.79) -0.008 (-0.53) 
  Upper degree 0.026 (1.57) 0.030* (2.41) 
  Other 0.042 (1.25)  
Connectedness with Germany (ref.: rather unconnected)  
  Rather connected 0.021* (2.47) 0.022** (3.05) 
Life satisfaction  -0.001 (-0.58) -0.002 (-1.18) 
Risk attitude 0.004* (2.32) 0.006*** (3.92) 
Observations 4,531 6,406 
McFadden's Pseudo-R2 0.021 0.022 
Note: t statistics in parentheses; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
However, probably due to the high overall willingness to participate in the future 
surveys, we found hardly any significant effects of socio-demographic characteristics on 
panel consent rates in both samples. Still, we found very similar patterns in both models 
focusing on the influence of respondent-related factors on consent to panel 
participation. Within both samples, significant positive effects on the willingness to 
participate in future waves of the survey could only be observed for participants who felt 
connected with Germany and respondents with a positive risk-averse attitude. In the 
remigrant sample, having an upper education degree had an additional positive effect 
on the willingness to participate in the panel survey. 
8.2.2 Effect of survey-related factors on consent to panel participation 
Survey-related factors can also affect respondents’ attitudes towards a survey and thus 
the willingness to participate in surveys. In this context, we investigated the effect of 
three different survey-related factors on panel consent to participation. These are in 
analogy to Chapter 7.3.2: incentive mode, completion time, and device type (for more 
information on variable generation see there). 
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Table 8-4:  Survey-related factors as determinants of panel consent by migration 
status (multiple logistic regression, AMEs) 
 Emigrants   Remigrants   
Model 1   
Incentive (ref.: INS 1)   
  INS 2 (0/10) -0.004 (-0.38) -0.014 (-1.91) 
  INS 4 to 6 (pre- & post-paid) -0.004 (-0.19) -0.001 (-0.08) 
  INS 3 (0/20) 0.002 (0.20) 0.003 (0.20) 
   Observations 4,531 6,406 
Pseudo McFadden's R2 0.021 0.024 
Model 2    
Completion time (ref.: normal time)   
  Fast Responders (speeding) -0.119** (-3.02) -0.137*** (-4.55) 
  Slow Responders  0.016 (1.61) 0.016 (1.84) 
   Observations 4,531 6,406 
Pseudo McFadden's R2 0.029 0.034 
Model 3   
Device (ref.: desktop device)   
   Mobile device -0.007 (-0.85) -0.008 (-1.13) 
   Observations 4,531 6,406 
McFadden's Pseudo-R2 0.021 0.033 
Note: t statistics in parentheses; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001; all models are controlled for 
respondent-related factors. 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
Previous research and our incentive experiments for participation in this first wave (see 
Chapter 5.2.4) showed that incentives can have a positive effect on survey participation 
rates. Thus, it might also be interesting to investigate whether our different incentive 
modes had an effect on the willingness of the respondents to participate in future waves 
as this offers a first indication of the long-term effects of the different incentive modes. 
Here, it becomes obvious that respondents in the different treatment groups did not 
significantly differ concerning their willingness to participate in the next panel waves of 
GERPS (model 1) in both samples. Thus, based on the consent to panel participation 
rates, the value of an incentive does not seem to have a long-term effect on participation 
rates. Similar to the analysis of item nonresponse, we were able to detect influences of 
other context variables on the willingness to participate in future waves. While the 
device type4 (model 3) had no significant influence on the consent to panel participation 
rate, fast responders5 had a lesser tendency to participate in future waves in both 
samples (model 2). 
8.3 Collecting address information 
Table 8-5 provides an overview about the type of contact details provided by 
respondents at the end of the questionnaires. From 10,325 persons principally 
                                                                
4  Using the Stata module PARSEUAS (Roßmann, Gummer 2016a) we extracted information about 
the device type our respondents used to proceed through our questionnaire. Here we found no 
significant effect of device type. 
5  Using the Stata module RSPEEDINDEX (Roßmann 2015) we computed a response speed index 
on the basis of our overall survey completion time, which can be interpreted as a measure 
response speed of survey respondents. Based on this index, it was possible to flag response 
speed outliers in the lower (i.e., fast respondents) and the upper (i.e., slow respondents), or 
both directions based on cutoff values absolute values of the response speed index. 
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providing their panel consent, 99.3% provided an e-mail address, 21.5% provided a 
phone number, and 26.9% provided a postal address. Hardly any differences exist 
between emigrants and remigrants. 
Table 8-5: Availability of panel consent and address information by migration status 
 
Emigrants Remigrants Total  
N % N % N % 
Willingness to take part in a 
future survey 
4,282 100.0 6,043 100.0 10,325 100.0 
   E-mail address provided 4,252 99.3 6,000 99.3 10,250 99.3 
   Phone number provided 880 20.6 1,314 21.7 2,194 21.2 
   Postal address provided 1,149 26.8 1,625 26.9 2,774 26.9 
Note: The e-mail addresses specified here are absolute values of the details provided, regardless 
of whether they are valid, i.e. whether people can be reached via this e-mail address. The quality of 
e-mail addresses was validated through plausibility checks and syntax specifications during 
programming as well as during the input of data by respondents. 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
8.4 Panel maintenance 
Panel maintenance measures following the baseline survey included an e-mail sent on 
13 March 2019 thanking the participants for their time and support of the project. The 
e-mail was sent to all 10,250 respondents who participated completely or partially in 
the first wave, declared their willingness to take part in a future GERPS survey, and 
provided an e-mail address. The message was adapted for each incentive group so that 
each was specifically addressed (see Appendix 15.3 for an example of those mailings). 
Table 8-6 shows an overview of the delivery protocol of the panel maintenance mailing 
after wave 1. 
Table 8-6: Delivery protocol of the panel maintenance mailing following the baseline 
survey 
 
N % 
Blocked e-mail address (duplicate) 4 0.0 
Blocked e-mail address (Robinson-list) 59 0.6 
Hard Bounce – failed connection to mail host 22 0.2 
Hard Bounce – target address not accepted by mail host 67 0.7 
Soft Bounce – connection rejected by mail host 5 0.0 
Soft Bounce – disconnected by mail host during data 
transmission 
8 0.1 
Invalid line 1 0.0 
Target address has incorrect syntax 12 0.1 
Delivery successful 10,072 98.3 
Total 10,250 100.0 
Note: There is a (technical) possibility that individual e-mails that were not delivered directly 
because of a blocked e-mail address or a rejection by the receiving server (“soft bounce”) may 
have been delivered at a later point in time, e.g. if the “rejection” or the blocking was lifted. 
Unfortunately, these individual cases cannot (technically) be recorded, so that “non-deliverability” 
must first be assumed. 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
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Of 10,250 people who provided an e-mail address, 10,072 could be reached, i.e. the e-
mail could be delivered. Only 179 people could not be reached, i.e. in these cases the 
e-mails could not be delivered. Overall, 75 people who responded (complete or partial) 
and declared their willingness to take part in a future GERPS survey did not provide an 
e-mail address. Nine out of those 75 participants provided a phone number. In an effort 
to maintain the panel, these persons were contacted by phone and asked for an e-mail 
address. Only four people could be reached but none provided an e-mail address. One 
person refused explicitly during the phone call. Thus, the 75 respondents who did not 
provide an e-mail address could not be reached via e-mail or other channels and in the 
following were not contacted for further survey participation. Of the 10,072 successfully 
delivered e-mails, 29 refused to participate in GERPS in the future. 
9 Data processing and variable generation 
The data processing phase is the central part of the lifecycle model of research data 
production. This step logically follows the data collection (Jensen 2019). Here, 
processes such as data cleaning, data verification, and variable generation take place, 
which aim at making the collected data usable for internal or external research (Lück, 
Landrock 2019). Furthermore, the final data structure is defined, for example by 
systematic plausibility checks and verification approaches, variable re-codings, 
generations, or by supplementing content or administrative variables in order to make 
the data ready to be used by potential (secondary) researchers.  
As these data processing steps often produce contextual information that is more or less 
necessary for understanding and working with the data, data managers are faced with 
the task of defining the individual work steps, assembling them into a workflow, and 
making them available for external researchers (Jensen 2012, 2019; Netscher, Eder 
2018). Here, a systematic and transparent procedure from the beginning of the data 
processing phase helps to achieve these goals without wasting limited time and 
resources (Lemaire 2018). In addition, contextual data opens up further possibilities for 
data use, such as the replications of project results or subsequent use of the data by 
third parties. The demands on its preparation and documentation grow with the 
complexity of the data and the desire to make the process of its creation and processing 
transparent. The underlying measures and rules concerning data definition and cleaning 
are relevant information about the handling of data and necessary to secure data 
transparency and data quality. Possible modifications of the raw data have to be made 
inter-subjectively comprehensible for researchers outside the project and data 
problems have to be well documented. Such information has to be made available in 
codebooks, commented processing syntaxes, or method reports, as this is the only way 
to ensure that data quality can be evaluated for subsequent analyses and complex data 
files can be accessed even without internal project knowledge (Brislinger, Moschner 
2019). 
9.1 Plausibility checks during the survey 
Plausibility checks were already added to the online survey. Such checks were reduced 
to a minimum but were used to prevent contradictory information or to point the 
respondents to obvious data confusion aiming at more reliable information. In this 
survey, for example, no date of birth prior to 1940 was considered acceptable because 
the sample frame was restricted to individuals who were not older than 70 years. 
Another example is the appearance of an indication when the net earnings reported are 
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above gross earnings. The following table provides an overview of all plausibility checks 
within the survey (see Table 9-1). Next to those documented checks no further checks 
were integrated in the online survey as these increase the risk of break-offs by 
participants who feel controlled or restricted in their response behaviour. 
Table 9-1:  Plausibility checks during the survey by emigrant and remigrant 
questionnaire 
 Variable name in … 
Emigrant 
questionnaire 
Remigrant 
questionnaire 
Migration date between 1940 and 2018 a002*, a129 a002*, a129 
Household size between 1 and 20 a014, a060 a014, a060 
Year of birth of household members 
between 1900 and 2018 
a015*, a061* a015*, a061* 
Maximum working hours per week not 
above 168  
a030, a072, a115 a030, a072, a115 
Net earnings not above gross earnings a025a, a034a, 
a074a, a089a, 
a117a 
a074a, a089a, 
a117a 
Maximum number of semesters enrolled 
not above 50 
a105 a105 
Maximum number of study semesters 
not above number of semesters 
enrolled 
a106 a106 
Year of birth between 1940 and 2002 a126 a126 
Note: The asterisk “*” behind variable names indicates that the respective variable is based on at 
least two items.  
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
9.2 Plausibility checks after the survey 
Another important consideration concerns the number of cases affected by data incon-
sistency. If the proportion of affected cases in the dataset is large enough to 
substantially impact data analyses, the need to investigate, document, and potentially 
correct inconsistencies is naturally higher than if only a small proportion of cases is 
affected (Netscher, Eder 2018). 
Based on the principles of good scientific practice, initial data processing focusing on 
data quality can be based on one of the following two approaches (Arbeitsgruppe 
Plausibilisierung 2018):  
1. Liberal Approach: Data is processed in a way that is as “error-free” as possible. For 
example, possible errors or implausibilities within the answers of the panel 
respondents are checked and “corrected” top-down by the survey managers after 
the survey. Consequently, data on a first view draws a “plausible” and consistent 
picture for potential (secondary) users.  
2. Conservative Approach: Data are checked for potential errors or implausibilities 
within the data. These are documented and, in most cases, flagged and thus made 
available for potential (secondary) researchers. 
Following the recommendations of the Arbeitsgruppe Plausibilisierung (2018), a 
conservative strategy was followed for GERPS data management, especially concerning 
post-survey correction of responses. The latest discussions of this working group 
pointed out that data managers should “not place themselves above the respondents 
and their given answers” (Arbeitsgruppe Plausibilisierung 2018). In addition, the group 
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recommended that data managers should not deprive researchers of the opportunity to 
find the underlying cause of possible “implausibilities,” given that researchers, too, are 
experts in their research area. In this context, it should be emphasised that the research 
of such implausibilities (or better “noise in the data”) can lead to innovative research 
results with the background knowledge of an expert. 
Inconsistencies in data can be caused by different survey factors (e.g. survey design, 
question operationalisation), response behaviour (e.g. satisficing, carelessness), or the 
presence of third parties (for more reasons or details see e.g. Lück and Landrock (2019)). 
Therefore, data managers should not decide that certain answers are right or wrong, or 
judge which of the contradictory answers might be the correct one. In nearly every case, 
a data manager cannot take such a decision without accepting a high residual 
uncertainty. 
Such a conservative data processing strategy is also in line with the recommendations 
of Netscher and Eder (2018), who warn against correcting inconsistent values. From their 
point of view, corrections can only be made where the correct value could be inferred 
with highest levels certainty (e.g. from the documentations, or from open-ended 
answers). Following their advice, researchers otherwise should choose a more 
conservative intervention if there is no way of being sure about the correct value(s). One 
option would be to flag the specific variable or to set the inconsistent value(s) to 
missing(s). Even if the data manager is able to trace back the source of inconsistencies, 
it is not advisable to replace the original values. Instead, in such cases, a transparent 
and more recommendable approach is to leave the original variable in the dataset and 
additionally offer a corrected version. This way, each data user can decide which version 
to use. 
During data processing of GERPS, we had such cases where it was not fully possible to 
understand how and why an inconsistency arose. In such cases, we followed the above-
mentioned recommendations and documented all changes. In most cases, we decided 
not to change the original data but leave this “noise” within the data. For our users, this 
has the advantage that the decision of whether or not to include such cases in the data 
analyses is left up to them, so that researchers can make their own conclusions based 
on their assumptions and considerations with respect to their particular analysis. Thus, 
all responses were successively subjected to a plausibility examination. In most cases, 
possible implausible data was marked, documented, and afterwards discussed in the 
team. If no clear correction was possible, answers were flagged in the original data sets 
and marked as “invalid or implausible value” with the missing data code “-3” in the 
cleaned scientific use file. 
9.3 Open-ended questions 
While our questionnaire in wave 1 consisted mainly of closed questions such as single, 
multiple choice, or grid questions, in some parts of the questionnaire respondents also 
had the opportunity to specify, complement, or explain the given answers through open-
answer response categories. In most self-administered survey modes these are included 
in order to improve the coverage of the questionnaire to the specific individual situation 
of an individual respondent (Singer, Couper 2017). Within GERPS, open answers were 
checked and, if possible, matched with existing categories. If no corresponding category 
existed but open answers were given sufficiently often and appeared valid, new 
categories were developed. Where permissible under the data protection regulations, 
the original version of the variable was additionally made available. 
In addition, we included an open question at the end of the questionnaire to give 
respondents the opportunity for general feedback on the survey. Participants could both 
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make critical comments and point out anomalies in the questionnaire processing, which 
may be important for the interpretation of the data. For longitudinal panel studies, such 
participant feedback is of particular interest as it can be used to increase questionnaire 
quality in the next survey waves. In addition, reasons for dissatisfaction can be 
identified and eliminated at an early stage in order to reduce the number of participants 
leaving the panel (Decorte et al. 2019; McLauchlan, Schonlau 2016; Singer, Couper 
2017; Wahlig et al. 2018). These studies show that, in general, respondents are willing 
to share their attitudes and advice. In case of GERPS, 23.1% of the emigrant sample and 
24.9% of the remigrant sample made use of this option. 
Existing literature on processing information from these final comments advises us to 
systematically analyse these data based on a predefined category scheme. However, 
especially due to the limited time between wave 1 and 2, such an approach was not 
possible. So far, we have only been able to screen these comments for substantial 
content that could help us to improve our wave 2 questionnaire. In future, however, we 
plan to deal more intensively with these questions and analyse them via team-based 
approaches in order to fully exploit their analytical potential (Cascio et al. 2019; 
McLauchlan, Schonlau 2016; Meitinger, Behr, Braun 2019; Schmidt, Gummer, 
Roßmann 2019). 
10 Generated variables 
As part of the Scientific Use File (SUF), the original data of the German Emigration and 
Remigration Panel Study (GERPS) is complemented by generated variables. The aim of 
this procedure is threefold: First, generated variables simplify data usage because they 
provide combined information stemming from different variables from the original data 
set. Second, generated variables enhance data quality by providing information that has 
been checked for plausibility where possible and reasonable. And third, certain 
generated variables in GERPS directly reflect existing generated variables of the Socio-
Economic Panel (SOEP), which makes comparative analyses between internationally 
mobile Germans (represented by GERPS) and the non-mobile German population 
(represented by SOEP) much easier. 
In the following, the procedure for every single generated variable in GERPS is described. 
In addition, variables’ names and value labels are provided. In cases of comparability 
between GERPS and SOEP, the variable names as well as the value labels used in both 
data sets are provided. 
Unlike the general naming procedures in GERPS (see Chapter 9), generated variable 
names show comparability to generated variables in SOEP. Alternatively, if no SOEP 
variables exist, chosen variable names represent their content. All variables based on 
the first wave of GERPS are indicated by the letter “A” or “Z.” This is because wave 1 
contains information on the current situation of the migrant at the time of the interview. 
All referring generated variables were given the annex “A.” The first wave contains 
retrospective information on the living conditions shortly before the last event of 
migration. Since this information functions as a “virtual” wave 0, all referring generated 
variables were given the annex “Z.” 
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10.1 Design information 
All GERPS participants can be identified by a unique central individual identifier variable 
ID. The ID is fixed across time and enables us to merge information for the same 
participant across waves. 
The variable SAMPLE describes to which original sample a participant belongs. We 
distinguish between emigrants (contacted via their recent foreign addresses), emigrants 
(contacted via their former German addresses), and remigrants (contacted via their 
recent German addresses). This information was originally provided by the population 
register. It must be noted that some emigrants had already returned to Germany at the 
time of our interview and that some remigrants had already emigrated again at the time 
of our interview. Therefore, SAMPLE is not congruent with the original variable a000 that 
stores the actual migration status (emigrant vs. remigrant). 
The month and the year of the interview are provided in the variables IWMONTHA and 
IWYEARA. If no such information is available, both variables are set to missing (“no 
answer”). If the information is improbable, both variables are also set to missing 
(“answer improbable”). The days that have been elapsed between the day of the 
interview in wave 1 and respondents’ self-reported date of migration is stored in 
ELAPDAY. Since the time of migration is only available on a monthly basis, we calculate 
ELAPDAY by using the first day in respondents’ self-reported month of migration. Given 
that the field process in wave 1 ended in February 2019, ELAPDAY should technically not 
include values above 608 days (counting from the first of July 2017 to the first of 
February 2019). However, ELAPDAY contains some cases above this threshold. 
Population registers are administrative data sources, which not always perfectly match 
with self-reported information of the registered population. Thus, GERPS also includes 
emigrants who report to have moved abroad before July 2017 and remigratns who report 
to have returned before July 2017. Depending on the research interest and questions, 
researchers have to make informed decisions about which cases above the threshold 
they retain for their analyses. 
Weighting factors adjusting for selection probabilities and unit nonresponse are 
provided (see Chapter 12.1 for details). DWEIGHTA provides design weights correcting 
for selection probabilities of municipalities and individuals, whereas AWEIGHTA 
includes adjustment factor correcting for unit nonresponse. A combined weight resulting 
from the product of DWEIGHTA and AWEIGHTA is stored in the variable WEIGHTA. 
The sex of the participants is stored in SEX. 
10.2 Migration background 
Born in Germany 
The generated variable GERMBORN indicates whether the GERPS participant was born 
in Germany or not (see Table 10-1). It relies on information about the country of birth 
recorded in the original variable a128. GERMBORN in GERPS is congruent to the SOEP 
variable GERMBORN (SOEP Group 2018c: p. 16 ff.). 
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Table 10-1:  Born in Germany 
 SOEP GERPS 
values GERMBORN GERMBORN 
1 Born in Germany Born in Germany 
2 Not born in Germany Not born in Germany 
-1 No answer No answer 
-2 Does not apply Does not apply 
-3 Answer improbable Answer improbable 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
Migration background 
The generated variable MIGBACK indicates whether the GERPS participant has any 
migration background. It is congruent to the SOEP variable MIGBACK (SOEP Group 
2018c: p. 22ff). GERMBORN relies on GERMBORN (see above) and information about the 
country of birth of the respondent’s father and mother (a144*). 
We assume that participants have no migration background if they were born in 
Germany and the father and the mother were both born in Germany. We assume a direct 
migration background if the participant was not born in Germany and, therefore, has 
obviously migrated to Germany him- or herself sometime in the past. We assume an 
indirect migration background if the participant was born in Germany but at least one of 
his or her parents was not born in Germany. If participants were not born in Germany but 
they report both parents were born in Germany, we define a not differentiable migration 
background. This is the same if information about the participant’s country of birth is 
missing but they report that at least one parent was born outside Germany. If any 
information about the participant’s country of birth or the country of birth of the 
participant’s parents is missing, MIGBACK is set to missing (see Table 10-2). 
Table 10-2:  Migration background 
 SOEP           GERPS           
values MIGBACK           MIGBACK           
1 No migration background No migration background 
2 Direct migration background Direct migration background 
3 Indirect migration background Indirect migration background 
4 Migration background, not 
differentiable 
Migration background, not 
differentiable 
-1 No answer No answer 
-2 Does not apply Does not apply 
-3 Answer improbable Answer improbable 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
10.3 Family status, partnership, and typology of household 
Partner indicator 
The two generated partner indicators in GERPS rely on the comparable generated 
variable PARTZ$$ in the SOEP (SOEP Group 2018b: p. 6). PARTZZ provides the partner 
indicator for the time three months before migration and PARTZA provides the partner 
indicator at the time of the interview in wave 1. The generation of PARTZZ and PARTZA 
relies on original information about the general status of partnership (a008, a057), 
about the marital status of partnership (a010, a059), and about the reported household 
composition (a014, a015*, a060, a061*). 
 86 
Table 10-3:  Partner indicator 
 SOEP GERPS GERPS 
PARTZ$$ PARTZZ PARTZA 
values Current indicator Retrospective indicator Current indicator 
0 No partner in 
household 
No partner No partner 
1 Spouse, registered 
partner in household 
Spouse, registered 
partner in household 
Spouse, registered 
partner in household 
2 Partner in household Partner in household Partner in household 
3 Probably spouse, 
registered partner in 
household 
- - 
4 Probably partner in 
household 
- - 
5 - Spouse, registered 
partner not in household 
Spouse, registered 
partner not in household 
6 - Partner not in household Partner not in household 
-1 No answer No answer No answer 
-2 Does not apply Does not apply Does not apply 
-3 Answer improbable Answer improbable Answer improbable 
-4 Inadmissible multiple 
response 
- - 
-5 Not included in 
questionnaire 
- - 
-6 Version of questionnaire 
with modified filtering 
- - 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
Due to the different methodological concepts – the SOEP is a household-survey and 
GERPS is an individual survey – it does not seem advisable to transfer the generation 
procedure of the SOEP directly into GERPS variables. The variable PARTZ$$ in the SOEP 
aims to identify partners in a shared household. It is not interested in any existing 
partnership with anybody outside of the household. In GERPS, it is possible to 
unequivocally identify whether a participant had or has a partners in and outside each 
current household. As a result, PARTZZ and PARTZA differ from PARTZ$$ in three ways: 
1. GERPS generally indicates whether the participant had/has no partnership. It is not 
restricted to a missing partner in the current household like in the SOEP (see values 
“0” in Table 10-3). 
2. GERPS unequivocally indicates whether there was/is a spouse or registered partner 
in or outside the household, or if there is a partner in or outside the household. 
Therefore, there is no need for the SOEP value categories “3” or “4.” In addition, 
GERPS includes the two new categories “5” and “6” (see Table 10-3). 
3. Because of the methodological concept of the GERPS sample and questionnaires, 
only three of the six SOEP missing value categories are applicable in GERPS (see 
Table 10-3). 
In addition, we set PARTZZ and PARTZA to missing (-3) if the age of the partner is reported 
as below 18 years. 
Age of partner in household 
The variable PAGEZ provides information about the age of the partner in the household 
of a GERPS respondent three months before migration. PAGEA provides information 
about the current age of the partner in the household of a GERPS respondent (see Table 
10-4). Please note that in cases of partnership breakup and new partnership formation 
during the migration process, the information provided in PAGEZ and PAGEA could refer 
to different individuals. PAGEZ is calculated by subtracting the year of birth of the partner 
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living in respondent’s household (stored in a015*_2) from the year of respondent’s 
migration (stored in a0022). PAGEA is calculated by subtracting the year of birth of the 
partner living in respondent’s household (stored in a061*_2) from the year of the 
interview (stored in IWYEARA). 
Table 10-4:  Age of partner 
 GERPS           GERPS           
 PAGEZ           PAGEA           
values Retrospective indicator Current indicator 
# Age of partner in household Age of partner in household 
-1 No answer No answer 
-2 Does not apply Does not apply 
-3 Answer improbable Answer improbable 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
Marital status 
The two generated marital status indicators in GERPS rely on the comparable generated 
variable $FAMSTD in the SOEP (SOEP Group 2018b: p. 7). ZFAMSTD provides the marital 
status indicator for the time three months before migration and AFAMSTD provides the 
marital status indicator at the time of the interview in wave 1. The generation of ZFAMSTD 
and AFAMSTD relies on original information about the marital status of the partnership 
(a009, a010, a058, a059). To add some information about the possible fact that a 
husband, wife, or a registered partner could live abroad, we use information about the 
spouse’s place of residence before migration or at the time of the interview (a013). 
All categories regarding the generated variables of marital status are completely 
comparable between SOEP and GERPS. However, only three of the six SOEP missing 
value categories are applicable in GERPS because of the methodological concept of the 
GERPS sample and questionnaires (see Table 10-5). 
Table 10-5:  Marital status 
 SOEP GERPS GERPS 
$FAMSTD ZFAMSTD AFAMSTD 
values Current indicator Retrospective indicator Current indicator 
1 Married Married Married 
2 Married, but separated Married, but separated Married, but separated 
3 Single Unmarried Unmarried 
4 Divorced Divorced Divorced 
5 Widowed Widowed Widowed 
6 Husband/wife abroad Husband/wife abroad Husband/wife abroad 
7 Registered same-sex 
partnership, living 
together 
Registered same-sex 
partnership, living 
together 
Registered same-sex 
partnership, living 
together 
8 Registered same-sex 
partnership, living apart 
Registered same-sex 
partnership, living apart 
Registered same-sex 
partnership, living apart 
-1 No answer No answer No answer 
-2 Does not apply Does not apply Does not apply 
-3 Answer improbable Answer improbable Answer improbable 
-4 Inadmissible multiple 
response 
- - 
-5 Not included in 
questionnaire 
- - 
-6 Version of questionnaire 
with modified filtering 
- - 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
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Change in partner status 
PARTNERA is a generated variable in GERPS only. It provides information about a change 
in partner status between the time before migration and the current survey date. It is 
based on a comparison between the information regarding the partner status before 
migration (a008), the current partner status after migration (a057), and the information 
provided by the participants about whether their past partnership before migration still 
exists (a011). It is possible not only to indicate whether a durable partnership has 
existed all along the migration process. In case of recent separations, it is also possible 
to provide information on whether this separation happened before or after the 
migration event. In addition, PARTNERA also provides information on whether the 
migrant formed a new partnership after arrival in their new destination (see Table 10-6). 
Additionally, three different missing categories exist. 
Table 10-6:  Change in partner status 
 GERPS 
values PARTNERA 
0 Permanently single 
1 Separation in origin & single 
2 Separation in destination & single 
3 Separation in origin & new partnership in destination 
4 Single in origin & new partnership in destination 
5 Permanent partnership 
-1 No answer 
-2 Does not apply 
-3 Answer improbable 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
Typology of household (2 Digit) 
The two generated variables that indicate the type of household in GERPS (2 digits) rely 
on the comparable generated variable TYP2HH$$ in the SOEP (SOEP Group 2018a: p. 
31). TYP2HHZ provides information about the type of household for the time three 
months before migration and TYP2HHA provides information about the type of 
household at the time of the interview in wave 1. The generation of TYP2HHZ and 
TYP2HHA relies on original information about the age at migration and the age at the 
time of the interview (generated Variable AGEZ & AGEA), the sex (a125), and the 
household composition (a008, a009, a010, a014, a015*, a057, a058, a059, a060, 
a061*). 
Unlike the generated SOEP variable, a distinction between multiple-generation 
households and other household types is not possible in GERPS. Therefore, multiple-
generation households are subsumed in the two categories describing “other 
combination” (values ‘81’ and ‘82’, see Table 10-7). 
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Table 10-7:  Household typology (2 digits) 
 SOEP GERPS GERPS 
 TYP2HH$$ TYP2HHZ TYP2HHA 
values Current indicator Retrospective indicator Current indicator 
11 1- person HH male LE35 1- person HH male LE35 1- person HH male LE35 
12 1- person HH male 35-
LT60 
1- person HH male 35-
LT60 
1- person HH male 35-
LT60 
13 1- person HH male GE60 1- person HH male GE60 1- person HH male GE60 
14 1- person HH female LE35 1- person HH female LE35 1- person HH female LE35 
15 1- person HH female 35-
LT60 
1- person HH female 35-
LT60 
1- person HH female 35-
LT60 
16 1- person HH female 
GE60 
1- person HH female 
GE60 
1- person HH female 
GE60 
21 Couple without children Couple without children Couple without children 
31 Single parent, 1 child, 
LE16 
Single parent, 1 child, 
LE16 
Single parent, 1 child, 
LE16 
32 Single parent, 2 or more 
children, LE16 
Single parent, 2 or more 
children, LE16 
Single parent, 2 or more 
children, LE16 
33 Single parent, 1 child, 
GT16 
Single parent, 1 child, 
GT16 
Single parent, 1 child, 
GT16 
34 Single parent, 2 or more 
children, GT16 
Single parent, 2 or more 
children, GT16 
Single parent, 2 or more 
children, GT16 
35 Single parent, 2 children, 
LE and GT16 
Single parent, 2 children, 
LE and GT16 
Single parent, 2 children, 
LE and GT16 
36 Single parent, 3 or more 
children, LE and GT16 
Single parent, 3 or more 
children, LE and GT16 
Single parent, 3 or more 
children, LE and GT16 
41 Couple, 1 child, LE16 Couple, 1 child, LE16 Couple, 1 child, LE16 
42 Couple, 2 children, LE16 Couple, 2 children, LE16 Couple, 2 children, LE16 
43 Couple, 3 or more 
children, LE16 
Couple, 3 or more 
children, LE16 
Couple, 3 or more 
children, LE16 
51 Couple, 1 child, GT16 Couple, 1 child, GT16 Couple, 1 child, GT16 
52 Couple, 2 children, GT16 Couple, 2 children, GT16 Couple, 2 children, GT16 
53 Couple, 3 or more 
children, GT16 
Couple, 3 or more 
children, GT16 
Couple, 3 or more 
children, GT16 
61 Couple, 2 children, LE and 
GT16 
Couple, 2 children, LE and 
GT16 
Couple, 2 children, LE and 
GT16 
62 Couple, 3 or more 
children, LE and GT16 
Couple, 3 or more 
children, LE and GT16 
Couple, 3 or more 
children, LE and GT16 
71 3-generation HH - - 
72 4-generation HH - - 
73 Grandparents-
grandchildren HH 
- - 
81 Other combination 
without children LE16 
Other combination 
without children LE16 
Other combination 
without children LE16 
82 Other combination with 
children LE16 
Other combination with 
children LE16 
Other combination with 
children LE16 
-1 No answer No answer No answer 
-2 Does not apply Does not apply Does not apply 
-3 Answer improbable Answer improbable Answer improbable 
-4 Inadmissible multiple 
response 
- - 
-5 Not included in 
questionnaire 
- - 
-6 Version of questionnaire 
with modified filtering 
- - 
Note: LE = lower than or equal, GT = greater than. 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
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Typology of household (1 Digit) 
The two generated variables that indicate the type of household in GERPS (1 digit) rely 
on the comparable generated variable TYP1HH$$ in the SOEP (SOEP Group 2018a: p. 
31). TYP1HHZ provides information about the type of household for the time three 
months before migration and TYP1HHA provides information about the type of 
household at the time of the interview in wave 1. The generation of TYP1HHZ and 
TYP1HHA relies on the generated variables TYP2HHZ and TYP2HHA (see above). 
Unlike the generated SOEP variable, a distinction between multiple-generation 
households and other household types is not possible in GERPS. Therefore, multiple-
generation households are subsumed in the two categories describing “other 
combination” (value ‘8,’ see Table 10-8). 
Table 10-8:  Household typology (1 digit) 
 SOEP GERPS GERPS 
 TYP1HH$$ TYP1HHZ TYP1HHA 
values Current indicator Retrospective indicator Current indicator 
1 1-person household 1-person household 1-person household 
2 Couple without children Couple without children Couple without children 
3 Single parent Single parent Single parent 
4 Couple with children LE 
16 
Couple with children LE 
16 
Couple with children LE 
16 
5 Couple with children GT 
16 
Couple with children GT 
16 
Couple with children GT 
16 
6 Couple with children LE 
and GT 16 
Couple with children LE 
and GT 16 
Couple with children LE 
and GT 16 
7 Multiple generation 
household 
Multiple generation 
household 
Multiple generation 
household 
8 Other combinations Other combinations Other combinations 
-1 No answer No answer No answer 
-2 Does not apply Does not apply Does not apply 
-3 Answer improbable Answer improbable Answer improbable 
-4 Inadmissible multiple 
response 
- - 
-5 Not included in 
questionnaire 
- - 
-6 Version of questionnaire 
with modified filtering 
- - 
Note: LE = lower than or equal, GT = greater than. 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
GERPS typology of household (1 digit) 
The SOEP-related variables that indicate the type of household (TYP1HH# and TYP2HH#) 
require a great deal of information, which leads to a relatively large amount of missing 
data. In addition, the specific focus on internationally mobile individuals leads to an 
increased importance of households where adult respondents live with their parents 
(e.g. students). The variables TYP3HHZ and TYP3HHA are provided for these reasons 
(seeTable 10-9). TYP3HHZ provides information about the type of household for the time 
three months before migration and TYP3HHA provides information about the type of 
household at the time of the interview in wave 1. The generation of TYP3HHZ and 
TYP3HHA relies on original information about the household composition (a014, a015*, 
a060, a061*). 
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Table 10-9:  GERPS household typology (1 digit) 
 GERPS           GERPS           
 TYP3HHZ           TYP3HHA           
values Retrospective indicator Current indicator 
1 1-person household 1-person household 
2 Couple without children Couple without children 
3 Single parent Single parent 
4 Couple with children LE 16 Couple with children LE 16 
5 Parents and adult children (GT 16) Parents and adult children (GT 16) 
6 Adults with parents Adults with parents 
7 Multiple generation household Multiple generation household 
8 Other combinations Other combinations 
-1 No answer No answer 
-2 Does not apply Does not apply 
-3 Answer improbable Answer improbable 
Note: LE = lower than or equal, GT = greater than. 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
Children in household (by age class) 
The variables ZC_AGE# and AC_AGE# (GERPS only) provide information on whether 
children belonging to certain age groups live in the household before and after migration 
(see Table 10-10). We distinguish between children below the age of six (group 1), 
children at the age of six to eleven years (group 2), and finally children at the age of 12 
to 16 years (group 3). Unlike TYP1HHZ and TYP1HHA, the kind of family relationship is 
not pertinent. Therefore, these age-group variables also cover stepchildren and blended 
families. The variables ZC_AGE# and AC_AGE# rely on information stored in the original 
variables a014, a015*, a060, a061*. It is important to note that the value ‘-2’ (“does not 
apply”) means that no children below the age of 17 are living in the household. However, 
if the variable AC_AGE1, for example, has the value ‘0’ this indicates that there is at least 
one child in the household but none of these children is below the age of six. 
Table 10-10:  Number of children in household (by age group) 
 GERPS           GERPS           
 ZC_AGE#           AC_AGE#           
values Retrospective indicator Current indicator 
0 At least one child in household, but 
not in the related age group 
At least one child in household, but 
not in the related age group 
1 At least one child in household 
belonging to the related age group 
At least one child in household 
belonging to the related age group 
-1 No answer No answer 
-2 Does not apply Does not apply 
-3 Answer improbable Answer improbable 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
Age of the youngest child in household 
CH_MINAGEZ stores the age of the youngest child below the age of 17 years in the 
household before migration. CH_MINAGEA stores the current age of the youngest child 
below the age of 17 years in the household (see Table 10-11). Every child is included 
irrespective of whether the GERPS respondent claims the child as his or her son or 
daughter. That means that CH_MINAGEZ and CH_MINAGEA also cover stepchildren and 
blended families. The variables ZC_AGE# and AC_AGE# rely on information stored in the 
original variables a014, a015*, a060, a061*. 
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Table 10-11:  Age of youngest child in household 
 GERPS           GERPS           
 CH_MINAGEZ           CH_MINAGEA           
values Retrospective indicator Current indicator 
# Age of youngest child in HH (< 17 years 
old) 
Age of youngest child in HH (< 17 years 
old) 
-1 No answer No answer 
-2 Does not apply Does not apply 
-3 Answer improbable Answer improbable 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
Change in household composition 
HHCHANGEA is a generated variable in GERPS only. It provides information about a 
change in the household composition between the time before migration and the 
current survey date. It is based on a comparison between the information on the 
household composition before migration (a014, a015*), and the current household 
composition after migration (a060, a061*). The aim of HHCHANGEA is to determine 
whether certain members of the household at the origin place are still members of the 
household at the place of destination. It also provides information on whether certain 
members of the household at the destination have newly joined the household after 
migration (see Table 10-12). 
Table 10-12:  Change in household composition 
 GERPS                     
values HHCHANGEA                     
1 Identical household composition before/after migration 
2 New individual(s) in household after migration 
3 Former household members missing after migration 
4 New individual / former household members missing after migration 
-1 Missing 
-2 Incomplete information 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
10.4 Wages and salary 
In the following, we describe how original information about wages and salaries have 
been prepared for further analyses. However, external GERPS users should be aware of 
the fact that the Scientific Use File (SUF) only provides condensed information on 
salaries and wages due to anonymisation (see Chapter 11 for detailed information). 
Gross labour income 
The variable LABGROZ contains information about the gross labour income before migra-
tion and LABGROA contains information about the current gross labour income reported 
by the GERPS participants. LABGROZ includes the gross labour income of workers, civil 
servants, and the self- employed and is based on information about the main 
employment status (a019) and information on wages and salaries (a024, a024a, a033, 
a033). LABGROA includes the gross labour income of workers, civil servants, 
apprentices, and the self-employed and is based on information about the main 
employment status (a068) and information on wages and salaries (a073, a073a, a088, 
a088a, a116, a116a). 
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LABGROZ and LABGROA are congruent to the SOEP variable LABGRO$$ except for 
imputed and missing values. In GERPS, missing values on gross labour income are 
recorded in LABGROZ and LABGROA while missing values on gross labour income in the 
SOEP are recorded in the additional variable IMPGOR$$. In addition, there are no income 
imputations regarding gross labour income in GERPS (see Table 10-13). 
Table 10-13:  Gross labour income (in euros) 
 SOEP GERPS GERPS 
 LABGRO$$ LABGROZ LABGROA 
values Current indicator Retrospective indicator Current indicator 
# Current gross labour 
income in euros 
Gross labour income 
before migration  in euros 
Current gross labour 
income in euros 
-1 - No answer No answer 
-2 - Does not apply Does not apply 
-3 - Answer improbable Answer improbable 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
Net labour income 
The variable LABNETZ contains information about the net labour income before 
migration and LABNETA contains information about the current net labour income 
reported by the GERPS participants (see Table 10-14). LABNETZ includes the net labour 
income of workers, civil servants, and the self-employed and is based on information 
about the main employment status (a019) and information on wages and salaries 
(a025, a025a, a034, a034a). LABNETA includes the gross labour income of workers, civil 
servants, apprentices, and the self-employed and is based on information about the 
main employment status (a068) and information on wages and salaries (a074, a074a, 
a089, a089a, a117, a117a). 
LABNETZ und LABNETA are congruent to the SOEP variable LABNET$$ except for imputed 
and missing values. In GERPS, imputed income information is included in IMP1NETZ and 
IMP1NETA (see below). In addition, missing values on net labour income are recorded 
in LABNETZ and LABNETA while missing values on net labour income in the SOEP are 
recorded in the additional variable IMPNET$$. 
Table 10-14:  Net labour income (in euros) 
 SOEP GERPS GERPS 
 LABNET$$ LABNETZ LABNETA 
values Current indicator Retrospective indicator Current indicator 
# Current net labour 
income in euros 
Net labour income before 
migration in euros 
Current net labour 
income in euros 
-1 - No answer No answer 
-2 - Does not apply Does not apply 
-3 - Answer improbable Answer improbable 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
Current net labour income 2 (in euros) (incl. income imputation) 
The variables IMP1NETZ and IMP1NETA contain the same information as LABNETZ and 
respectively LABNETA (see Table 10-15). The difference between these variables is that 
IMP1NETZ and IMP1NETA also contain imputed income information. These imputed values 
are derived from the original variables a026, a035, a075 and a090. These variables contain 
grouped income information for employed workers and civil servants as well as the self-
employed who did not report their exact net income in LABNETZ or LABNETA. To transform 
this grouped information into pseudo-exact information, we first calculate the median of 
 94 
each income group (separately for the employed and self-employed) based on the exact 
observations in LABNETA for these groups. After that, we assign these group medians to all 
participants who did not report exact but grouped net labour income information. In 
addition, we create additional variables IMPFLAGZ and IMPFLAGA that indicate whether the 
income information in IMP1NETZ or IMP1NETA refer to exact reporting or to imputed group 
median values (see Table 10-16). Missing values are the same for IMP1NETZ, IMP1NETA, 
IMPFLAGZ and IMPFLAGA). 
Table 10-15:  Current net labour income 2 (in euros) (incl. income imputation) 
 SOEP GERPS GERPS 
 LABNET$$ IMP1NETZ IMP1NETA 
values Current indicator Retrospective indicator Current indicator 
# Current net labour 
income in euros 
Net labour income before 
migration in euros 
Current net labour 
income in euros 
-1 - No answer No answer 
-2 - Does not apply Does not apply 
-3 - Answer improbable Answer improbable 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
Table 10-16:  Flag for imputation of current net labour income 2 
 SOEP GERPS GERPS 
 IMPNET$$ IMPFLAGZ IMPFLAGA 
values Current indicator Retrospective indicator Current indicator 
0 No imputation No imputation No imputation 
1 Imputation Imputation Imputation 
-1 No answer No answer No answer 
-2 Does not apply Does not apply Does not apply 
-3 Answer improbable Answer improbable Answer improbable 
-4 Inadmissible multiple 
response 
- - 
-5 Not included in 
questionnaire 
- - 
-6 Version of questionnaire 
with modified filtering 
- - 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
10.5 Employment status 
Main activity 
In GERPS, the participants were asked for their main activity three months before 
migration and during the last week before the interview. This information is stored in the 
variables a019, a068. Based on this information, the variables MAINACTZ and 
MAINACTA were generated (see Table10-17). The first variable refers to the main activity 
before migration and the second variable refers to the current main activity. Due to 
anonymisation, we subsumed the category “civil servant” under the category “employed” 
in the SUF. MAINACT# does not directly correspond to any SOEP variable. However, the 
SOEP variable STIB$$ can easily be transformed for comparison with MAINACT#. 
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Table 10-17:  Main activity 
 GERPS GERPS 
 MAINACTZ MAINACTA 
values Retrospective indicator Current indicator 
1 Employed Employed 
2 Self-employed Self-employed 
3 Civil servant Civil servant* 
4 Unemployed Unemployed 
5 Retired Retired 
6 Education & training Education & training 
7 Not employed Not employed 
8 Other Other 
-1 No answer No answer 
-2 Does not apply Does not apply 
-3 Answer improbable Answer improbable 
Note: * in the SUF, the category “civil servant” is subsumed under the category “employed” 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
MAINACT# counts all employees regardless of their working hours as employed. All 
students, trainees and apprentices were subsumed in the category “Education & 
Training.” Respondents who report to be on parental leave and homemakers are covered 
by the category “not employed.” If respondents do any kind of voluntary service, work 
as an au pair, or do some kind of “work and travel,” or chose the original category “other 
activity,” they are subsumed in the category “other.” All other categories fit one to one 
to the originally recorded. 
Main activity of current partner 
In GERPS, the participants were asked about the current main activity of their partner 
during the last week before the interview. This information is stored in the variable a143. 
Based on this information the variable MAINACTPA was generated (see Table 10-18). 
MAINACTPA provides information on whether the partner was full or part-time employed 
(including marginal or sporadic employment). All students, trainees, and apprentices 
were subsumed in the category “Education & Training.” Respondents who report to be 
on parental leave, and homemakers are covered by the category “not employed.” All 
other categories fit one to one to the originally recorded categories in a143. 
Table 10-18:  Partner’s current main activity 
 GERPS 
 MAINACTPA 
values Current indicator 
1 Full-time employed 
2 Part-time employed 
3 Self-employed 
4 Unemployed 
5 Retired 
6 Education & training 
7 Not employed 
8 Other 
-1 No answer 
-2 Does not apply 
-3 Answer improbable 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
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Current working hours 
In GERPS, information on employees’ current contractually agreed as well as actual 
weekly working hours is included and provided by the generated variables WTCA and 
WTAA (see Table 10-19). In addition, the two generated variables WTCCLASA and 
WTACLASA gives information on the current working hours as arranged. The variables 
summarise whether the respondent’s contractually agreed or actual weekly working 
hours can be categorised as “full time” (>30 hours/week), “long part-time” (20<30 
hours/week) or “short part-time” (<20 hours/week) (see Table 10-20). These cut-offs 
correspond to established thresholds in labour market research (cf. van Bastelaer, 
Lemaître, Marianna 1997). All these working hour-related variables rely on the original 
information stored in a071, a071a, a072. 
Table 10-19:  Current working hours/week 
 GERPS           GERPS           
 WTCA           WTAA           
values Contractually agreed Actual 
# Current working hours/week Current working hours/week 
-1 No answer No answer 
-2 Does not apply Does not apply 
-3 Answer improbable Answer improbable 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
Table 10-20:  Current working hour arrangements 
 GERPS           GERPS           
 WTCCLASA           WTACLASA           
values Contractually agreed Actual 
1 No defined working hours No defined working hours 
2 Full time Full time 
3 Long part time Long part time 
4 Short part time Short part time 
-1 No answer No answer 
-2 Does not apply Does not apply 
-3 Answer improbable Answer improbable 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
10.6 Occupational classification 
Forming occupational classifications is a complex enterprise and its quality heavily 
depends not only on data quality but on extensive practical experience in occupational 
coding. Therefore, all occupational coding was externalised to the Institut für 
angewandte Sozialwissenschaft (INFAS) as a service provider with extensive experience 
in occupational coding. In its coding strategy, INFAS followed coding procedures 
recommended by GESIS documented in Geis (2011). Based on original GERPS data, 
INFAS provides information relying on two different common classification typologies, 
namely the “International Standard Classification of Occupations” (ISCO08) provided by 
the International Labour Office (ILO) (2012) and the German “Classification of 
Occupations 2010” (KlDB2010) provided by the German Federal Labour Office (BA) 
(Paulus, Schweitzer, Wiemer 2010) (see Table 10-21 and Table 10-22). Information on 
respondents’ occupational classification is only provided for the first digit level to 
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reduce the identification risk (see Chapter 11). The corresponding variables in the SUF 
are ISCO08A_SUF and KLDB2010A_SUF 
Relying on ISCO08, INFAS also formed two variables that measure occupational prestige, 
namely the “International Socio-Economic Index of Occupational Status” (ISEI88) 
(Ganzeboom, Graaf, Treiman 1992) and the “Standard Index of Occupational Prestige 
Scala” (SIOPS88) (Ganzeboom, Treiman Donald J. 1996; Treiman 1977) (see Table 
10-23 and Table 10-24). Occupational classification information in GERPS is only 
available for participants who indicated that they were (marginally) employed, civil 
servants, or self-employed three months before migration or at the time of the interview. 
International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO08) 
Table 10-21:  International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO08) 
 SOEP GERPS GERPS 
 ISCO08_$$ ISCO08Z ISCO08A 
values Current indicator Retrospective indicator Current indicator 
-1 Answer improbable No answer No answer 
-2 No answer/ Does not 
apply 
Does not apply Does not apply 
-3 - Answer improbable Answer improbable 
-8 Not available in year of 
interview 
- - 
100 Soldiers - - 
110 - Commissioned armed 
forces officers 
Commissioned armed 
forces officers 
210 - Non-commissioned 
armed forces officers 
Non-commissioned 
armed forces officers 
310 - Armed forces 
occupations, other 
ranks 
Armed forces 
occupations, other ranks 
410 - Soldier (without further 
specification) (GESIS 
special code) 
Soldier (without further 
specification) (GESIS 
special code) 
…    
9622  Odd job persons Odd job persons 
9623  Meter readers and 
vending- machine 
collectors 
Meter readers and 
vending- machine 
collectors 
9624  Water and firewood 
collectors 
Water and firewood 
collectors 
9629  Elementary workers not 
elsewhere classified 
Elementary workers not 
elsewhere classified 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
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Classification of Occupations (KlDB2010) 
Table 10-22:  Classification of Occupations (KlDB2010) 
 SOEP GERPS GERPS 
 KLDB2010_$$ KLDB2010Z KLDB2010A 
values Current indicator Retrospective indicator Current indicator 
-1 Answer improbable No answer No answer 
-2 No answer/ Does not 
apply 
Does not apply Does not apply 
-3 - Answer improbable Answer improbable 
-8 Not available in year of 
interview 
- - 
1104 Officer Officer Officer 
1203 Senior non-
commissioned officers 
and higher 
Senior non-
commissioned officers 
and higher 
Senior non-
commissioned officers 
and higher 
1302 Junior non-
commissioned officers 
Junior non-
commissioned officers 
Junior non-
commissioned officers 
1402 Armed forces personnel 
in other ranks 
Armed forces personnel 
in other ranks 
Armed forces personnel 
in other ranks 
11101 Occupations in farming 
(without specialisation)- 
unskilled/semiskilled 
tasks 
Occupations in farming 
(without specialisation)- 
unskilled/semiskilled 
tasks 
Occupations in farming 
(without specialisation)- 
unskilled/semiskilled 
tasks 
11102 Occupations in farming 
(without specialisation)-
skilled tasks 
Occupations in farming 
(without specialisation)-
skilled tasks 
Occupations in farming 
(without specialisation)-
skilled tasks 
…    
94713 Technical occupations 
in museums and 
exhibitions-complex 
tasks 
Technical occupations 
in museums and 
exhibitions-complex 
tasks 
Technical occupations 
in museums and 
exhibitions-complex 
tasks 
94714 Technical occupations 
in museums and 
exhibitions-highly 
complex tasks 
Technical occupations 
in museums and 
exhibitions-highly 
complex tasks 
Technical occupations 
in museums and 
exhibitions-highly 
complex tasks 
94724 Art experts-highly 
complex tasks 
Art experts-highly 
complex tasks 
Art experts-highly 
complex tasks 
94794 Managers in museum Managers in museum Managers in museum 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
International Socio-Economic Index of Occupational Status (ISEI08) 
Table 10-23:  International Socio-Economic Index of Occupational Status (ISEI08) 
 SOEP GERPS GERPS 
 ISEI88_$$ ISEI08Z ISEI08A 
values Current indicator Retrospective indicator Current indicator 
# Current ISEI value ISEI value before 
migration 
Current ISEI value 
-1 - No answer No answer 
-2 - Does not apply Does not apply 
-3 - Answer improbable Answer improbable 
Note: SOEP still refers to the older version (ISEI88) 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
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Standard Index of Occupational Prestige Scala 
Table 10-24:  Standard Index of Occupational Prestige Scala (SIOPS88) 
 SOEP GERPS GERPS 
 SIOPS88_$$ SIOPS88Z SIOPS88A 
values Current indicator Retrospective indicator Current indicator 
# Current SIOPS value SIOPS value before 
migration 
Current SIOPS value 
-1 - No answer No answer 
-2 - Does not apply Does not apply 
-3 - Answer improbable Answer improbable 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
10.7 Education 
ISCED 2011 classification 
The variable ISCED11_A represents the internationally comparable educational degree 
of the respondents according to the “International Standard Classification of Education” 
(ISCED) provided by the OECD in its 2011 version (OECD, Eurostat, UNESCO Institute for 
Statistics 2015). This variable is congruent with the variable ISCED11_$$ in the SOEP 
(see Table 10-25). The generated GERPS variable ISCED11_A is based on information on 
current school attendance, the highest attained school degree and the highest attained 
vocational and university degree (a068, a132, a136). 
Table 10-25:  ISCED 2011 classification 
 SOEP           GERPS           
values ISCED11_$$           ISCED11_A           
0 In school In school 
1 Primary education Primary education 
2 Lower secondary education Lower secondary education 
3 Upper secondary education Upper secondary education 
4 Post-secondary education Post-secondary education 
5 Short-cycle tertiary education Short-cycle tertiary education 
6 Bachelors or equivalent level Bachelors or equivalent level 
7 Masters or equivalent level Masters or equivalent level 
8 Doctoral or equivalent level Doctoral or equivalent level 
-1 No answer No answer 
-2 Does not apply Does not apply 
-3 Answer improbable Answer improbable 
-4 Inadmissible multiple response Inadmissible multiple response 
-5 Not included in questionnaire Not included in questionnaire 
-6 Version of questionnaire with 
modified filtering 
Version of questionnaire with 
modified filtering 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
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CASMIN classification 
The variable CASMINA represents the internationally comparable educational degree of 
the respondents according to the scheme “Comparative Analysis of Social Mobility in 
Industrial Nations” (CASMIN) (Schroedter, Lechert, Lüttinger 2006). This variable is 
congruent with the variable CASMIN$$ in the SOEP (see Table 10-26). The generated 
GERPS variable CASMINA is based on information on current school attendance, the 
highest attained school degree and the highest attained vocational and university 
degree (a068, a132, a136). 
Table 10-26:  CASMIN classification 
 SOEP           GERPS           
values CASMIN$$           CASMINA           
0 0 In school 0 In school 
1 (1a) Inadequately completed (1a) Inadequately completed 
2 (1b) General Elementary School (1b) General Elementary School 
3 (1c) Basic Vocational Qualification (1c) Basic Vocational Qualification 
4 (2b) Intermediate general 
Qualification 
(2b) Intermediate general 
Qualification 
5 (2a) Intermediate Vocational (2a) Intermediate Vocational 
6 (2c_gen) General Maturity Certificate (2c_gen) General Maturity Certificate 
7 (2c_voc) Vocational Maturity 
Certificate 
(2c_voc) Vocational Maturity 
Certificate 
8 (3a) Lower Tertiary Education (3a) Lower Tertiary Education 
9 (3b) Higher Tertiary Education (3b) Higher Tertiary Education 
-1 No answer No answer 
-2 Does not apply Does not apply 
-3 Answer improbable Answer improbable 
-4 Inadmissible multiple response Inadmissible multiple response 
-5 Not included in questionnaire Not included in questionnaire 
-6 Version of questionnaire with 
modified filtering 
Version of questionnaire with 
modified filtering 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
School-leaving degree 
The generated variable APSBIL contains information about the highest attained school 
degree. It corresponds to the SOEP variable $PSBIL. However, both variables are not fully 
congruent because it is not possible to identify the SOEP category “Technical School 
Degree” in the GERPS data (see Table 10-27). The generated GERPS variable APSBIL is 
based on information on current school attendance and the highest attained school 
degree (a068, a132). 
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Table 10-27: School-leaving degree 
 SOEP           GERPS           
values $PSBIL           APSBIL           
1 Secondary school degree Secondary school degree 
2 Intermediate school degree Intermediate school degree 
3 Technical school degree - 
4 Upper secondary degree Upper secondary degree 
5 Other degree Other degree 
6 Dropout, no school degree Dropout, no school degree 
7 No school degree No school degree 
-1 No answer No answer 
-2 Does not apply Does not apply 
-3 Answer improbable Answer improbable 
-4 Inadmissible multiple response Inadmissible multiple response 
-5 Not included in questionnaire Not included in questionnaire 
-6 Version of questionnaire with 
modified filtering 
Version of questionnaire with 
modified filtering 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
Vocational and university degree 
AEDU is a generated variable in GERPS only (see Table 10-28). It provides information 
about the highest attained vocational or university degree. It is based on information if 
any vocational or university education has been completed and the highest attained 
vocational and university degree (a135, a136). 
Table 10-28: Highest attained vocational or university degree 
 GERPS 
values AEDU 
1 No degree 
2 Intermediate degree 
3 Upper degree 
-1 No answer 
-2 Does not apply 
-3 Answer improbable 
-4 Inadmissible multiple response 
-5 Not included in questionnaire 
-6 Version of questionnaire with modified filtering 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
Vocational and university degree of current partner 
AEDUP is a generated variable in GERPS only (see Table 10-29). It provides information 
about the highest attained vocational or university degree of the respondent’s current 
partner. It is based on information about any vocational or university education 
completed and the highest attained vocational and university degree of the 
respondent’s current partner (a141, a142). 
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Table 10-29: Highest received vocational or university degree of current partner 
 GERPS 
Values AEDUP 
1 No degree 
2 Intermediate degree 
3 Upper degree 
-1 No answer 
-2 Does not apply 
-3 Answer improbable 
-4 Inadmissible multiple response 
-5 Not included in questionnaire 
-6 Version of questionnaire with modified filtering 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1 
11 Preparation of a scientific use file 
According to Art. 4 (1) of the General Data Protection Regulation of the European Union 
(GDPR), the German Emigration and Remigration Panel Study (GERPS) collects, stores, 
and processes personal data. The GERPS data protection concept (see Chapter 5.2.3) 
defines how this personal data is handled and ensures that this procedure is totally in 
line with the GDPR as well as with the national data protection rules in Germany (Federal 
Data Protection Act, BDSG). The data protection concept also allows that GERPS be 
provided to other researchers outside the project for the purpose of secondary analysis 
by providing a Scientific Use File (SUF) as recommended by the Alliance of German 
Science Organisations in its “Principles for the Handling of Research Data” (Alliance of 
German Science Organisations 2010). According to the data protection concept, to 
provide such an SUF requires appropriate measures of statistical disclosure control. In 
case of GERPS, this means that the data has to be “virtually anonymised,” meaning that 
even by combining different information it would only be possible to identify a single 
survey participant under extreme and disproportional efforts for any data offender. This 
definition of “virtual anonymisation” precisely corresponded to Section 16 of the BDSG 
until it was amended to fit the GDPR in 2018. Today, however, neither the current BDSG 
nor the GDPR includes the concept of virtual anonymisation. However, Section 26 of the 
GDPR allows the provision of sufficient anonymised data to authorised third parties in 
principal, whereas this procedure de facto corresponds to the concept of virtual 
anonymisation as described in the former BDSG until 2018. 
It is clear that any anonymisation procedure results in a reduction of analytical potential. 
Therefore, the anonymisation of personal data with the aim to provide an SUF has to 
account for a risk minimisation of identification and at the same time has to strive for a 
maximisation of analytical potency for the sake of needs and interests of researchers 
(Hundepool et al. 2012; Wirth 2016). In some cases, it is possible that certain 
information cannot be disseminated in the SUF to meet the data protection rules of the 
GDPR. External researchers may however heavily rely on this information to conduct 
specific analyses. If this should be the case, external researchers who are, for example, 
interested in differentiated spatial information should contact the GERPS team to 
discuss alternative data access strategies. In this regard, external researchers should 
also consult Chapter 15.4 in the Appendix. It provides an overview of original variables 
not included in the SUF due to anonymisation. 
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11.1 Basic concepts and principles 
In the following, we describe the measures of statistical disclosure control that have 
been taken to build up an anonymised scientific use file. These measures draw upon 
broad experience and recommendations gained over the last 30 years (Müller, Wirth 
1991; Wirth 1992, 2006; Hundepool et al. 2012). The overarching goal of 
anonymisation is to effectively rule out any identification risk. Identification in this sense 
means that “an intruder trying to link [a protected data set] V with an external non-
anonymous data source will find at least k records in V that match any value of the quasi-
identifier the intruder uses for record linkage. Thus re-identification, i.e. mapping a 
record in V to a non-anonymous record in the external data source, is not possible; the 
best the intruder can hope for is to map groups of k records in V to each non-anonymous 
external record” (Hundepool et al. 2012: 6; see also Wirth 2006: p. 1). Additionally, any 
anonymisation strategy has to consider technological conditions that shape the 
possibilities to identify single individuals within survey data and that these conditions 
have changed and will further develop as a consequence of progress, particularly in 
information technologies (Karg 2015). Wirth (1992: pp. 10–11) points out that the 
actual identification risk can be estimated along three criteria – content of overlapping 
information, sample characteristics, data mismatch between micro data file and 
complementary knowledge – as described below. 
Content of overlapping information 
Regarding the content of overlapping information, it seems particularly risky if strongly 
differentiated objective and spatial items coincide. In GERPS, this is particularly the case 
with regard to information on employment and occupational status, information on 
household and family constellations, as well as spatial information. 
Sample characteristics 
Due to the sample characteristics, there is protection against identification of single 
GERPS survey participants because a potential intruder cannot be sure whether a 
particular person really took part in GERPS. However, this protection is limited because 
being a member of the GERPS sample is not entirely random as it is in standard 
population surveys. Instead the GERPS sample includes only individuals with German 
nationality who officially indicated to their local registration office in Germany that they 
have moved abroad or have moved back to Germany between July 2017 and June 2018 
(see also Chapter 2.4). Because these sample criteria have to be published for 
methodological reasons, this restriction implies a limitation to the potential to re-
identify a group of people particularly for a probable intruder. Moreover, we note that 
GERPS is a survey of a “rare population” (Kalton, Anderson 1986; Lynn et al. 2018). The 
restrictions of the sampling criteria to a concrete and timed event (here: emigration or 
remigration) combined with the rarity of such events increases the risk of identification 
in GERPS by definition. Moreover, we have to take into account that this risk of 
identification is further increased due to the panel characteristic and the crucial infor-
mation about further on-migration or return-migration of sample members between the 
single survey waves. The risk of identification could also be affected by the increasing 
use of social media tools (e.g. Facebook, Twitter) because some survey participants 
could voluntarily disclose sensitive additional information about the countries they have 
moved to or even study participation to the public and, thus, potential offenders. 
Because of these possible risks, GERPS has undergone partial information suppression 
and detail reduction for the sake of building an SUF. This is particularly the case with 
regard to all information that would allow references to any spatial context to be created. 
This includes information on (former) host countries of emigrants and remigrants but 
also information on spatial characteristics of the former or current place of residence 
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(e.g. community size). This strategy is also a protection for identification if a potential 
intruder has additional knowledge about a particular individual, for example, whether 
this person moved to a certain country (e.g. Papua New Guinea) during the past year. 
Data mismatch between micro data file and complementary knowledge 
A potential risk of identification exists if probable intruders link two or more different 
micro data files with the aim to find data “twins” with unique combinations of 
characteristics that could be used for identification of certain individuals. However, this 
risk is ipso facto limited because all surveys constantly have to face deviations in survey 
participants’ answer behaviour as well as data errors due to subsequent data 
preparation and adjustment. In this respect, intruders could not be sure whether they 
can really identify the same individual by data linkage (Wirth 1992, 2006). In the case 
of GERPS, we also have to recognise that there is no single micro data file or survey in 
Germany that contains information about recent emigrations out of Germany or 
remigrations to Germany with reasonable accuracy. Therefore, identification of GERPS 
participants via data linkage is impossible. 
11.2 General processes of anonymisation 
Following the recommendations of Wirth (2006: 8), the precise GERPS sampling strategy 
is kept confidential to reduce the risk of identification. Moreover, external users of the 
SUF have to sign a contract of use that determines the terms of use including the 
obligation to observe the valid data protection regulations as well as to delete all GERPS 
data after a certain period of usage. The use of GERPS data is strictly restricted to non-
profit research purposes. Data dissemination is carried out by the GESIS data archive in 
Cologne, Germany on the behalf of the GERPS team. Of course, the SUF does not 
explicitly include any data that allows the direct identification of participants like 
names, dates of birth or addresses. In addition, there is no information regarding the 
exact month of survey participation. As mentioned above, original detailed information 
on (former) host countries of emigrants and remigrants as well as information on spatial 
characteristics of the former or current place of residence (e.g. community size) are not 
included in the SUF. 
11.3 Non-perturbative masking of information 
To preclude an identification of survey participants by intruders, the original data has 
undergone further preparation by appropriate non-perturbative masking measures. This 
procedure anticipates that GERPS is a panel study and therefore has to account for 
possible identification risks that appear due to repeated interviews of the same 
individuals over the course of time. In the following, we describe all concrete non-
perturbative masking procedures of GERPS to produce a genuinely anonymised SUF. 
Countries of destination 
In GERPS, emigrants and remigrants were asked about the country they currently live in 
(emigrants) or that they lived in before they recently returned to Germany (remigrants). 
Since internationally mobile individuals are a rare and specific population, this 
information regarding destination countries bears an increased risk of identification. 
This is particularly the case with regard to countries to which only a small number of 
Germans emigrate or from which only a small number of Germans returned. However, 
we also have to keep in mind that for migration research, information about the 
destination of German emigration is of decisive importance to answer certain research 
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questions. Obviously there has to be a compromise between the need to avoid 
identification of single survey participants and the need of researchers for spatial 
information. As a result, the GERPS SUF contains information regarding the destination 
country of emigrants and returning remigrants only in the form of the following 
categories that summarise appropriate geographical, geo-political, cultural and/or legal 
entities (stored in REGION). 
• -1 “no valid information” 
• 1 “German speaking neighbours (LUX, AUT, CHE, LIE)” 
• 2 “Non-German speaking neighbours (DNK, POL, CZE, FRA, BEL, NLD)” 
• 3 “other EU or EFTA + GBR, Ex-Yugoslavia, ALB” 
• 4 “Near and Middle East (incl. TUR)”6 
• 5 “Asia (incl. RUS, UKR, BLR)” 
• 6 “Africa” 
• 7 “North America (CAN + USA)” 
• 8 “Latin America” 
• 9 “Oceania” 
Residential Status 
In wave 1, GERPS asks participants about their residential status at the time of the 
interview. Due to anonymisation, the seven categories in the raw data are condensed to 
three categories in the SUF as shown in Table 11-1. 
Table 11-1 Recoding of categories of residential status 
Categories in raw data Categories in SUF (RESTATA) 
Tourist 
Temporary visa /tourist 
Temporary visa 
Permanent visa 
Permanent visa / national citizen 
National citizen 
No visa required 
No visa required / diplomat 
Diplomat 
Other Subsumed under “answer improbable” 
Source: GERPS 2019, wave 1. 
Classification of occupations 
In GERPS, the participants provide information about their exact occupation by 
answering an open-ended question. Relying on this information, and in combination 
with other data, it is possible to assign emigrants and remigrants to two well-established 
classifications of occupations, namely the “International Standard Classification of 
Occupations (ISCO08)” and the German “Klassifikation der Berufe 2010” (KlDB 2010). 
Within the GERPS SUF, this information is provided only on the upper one-digit level to 
diminish the identification risk (stored in ISCO08A_SUF, KLDB2010A_SUF). 
Household status 
GERPS collects detailed information about the household composition of emigrants and 
remigrants. Respondents report about the number of housemates, their relationship 
status with respect to these individuals, housemates’ sex, and their year of birth. In 
combination with other information, particularly with regard of changes in household 
composition between the single waves, identification risk is potentially increased. 
Therefore, the GERPS SUF contains only three generated variables representing the 
                                                                
6  Category 4 includes TUR, YEM, ARM, BHR, IRQ, IRN, ISR, JOR, QAT, AZE, GEO, KAZ, KWT, KGZ, 
LBN, OMN, ARE, TJK, TKM, SAU, SYR, UZB and PSE.  
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household composition (see Chapter 10.3 for details). All variables are deleted and are 
not part of the SUF in which the detailed information about each single housemate is 
originally stored. 
Year of birth 
To avoid identification by combining participants’ age with other available information, 
the GERPS SUF provides not the exact age but only classified data on participants’ year 
of birth. In addition, we carry out bottom coding and subsume all individuals born before 
1969 in one single category. This is necessary because emigration and remigration is a 
domain of younger people and therefore the number of cases aged 50 and above is quite 
small and has to be subsumed. This leads to the following six year-of-birth-categories: 
(1) 1968 and earlier, (2) 1969 – 1978, (3) 1979 – 1984, (4) 1985 – 1989, (5) 1990 – 
1994 and (6) 1995 – 2001. The information is stored in the variable GEBJAHR_SUF. 
Wages 
GERPS records participants’ monthly wages. To avoid identification, all wage 
information was rounded (hundreds digit). In addition, all wages below 500 euros and 
above 7,500 euros were subsumed in two classes (bottom and top coding). Wage 
information are stored in LABNETZ_SUF, LABGROZ_SUF, LABNETA_SUF and 
LABGROA_SUF. 
Parents’ origins 
GERPS asks participants to provide information about their parents’ countries of origin. 
The SUF condenses these data and provides only information about whether father or 
mother were born (1) in Germany, (2) in the emigrant’s or remigrant’s (former) 
destination country or (3) in another country. This information is stored in CBIRTHF and 
CBIRTHM. 
Additional adjustments 
GERPS ask its participants about their migration motives. In this context, all emigrants 
who migrated to the United Kingdom and all remigrants who recently left the United 
Kingdom were asked about the importance of United Kingdom’s withdrawal from the 
European Union (“Brexit”) for their migration decision (remigrants) or their intention to 
stay in the UK (emigrants). This information is deleted from the SUF. 
12 Generation of weights and data quality 
Concluding the previous analyses about the data quality of GERPS from a survey lifecycle 
perspective, this final chapter provides information about the generation of design and 
nonresponse weights to correct for the specific sampling strategy as well as to reduce 
potential nonresponse error. Finally, comparative analyses between the distributions of 
key demographic variables in the sample with official reference statistics are presented 
to have an intuitive crosscheck about the respective data quality of GERPS. 
12.1 Weighting to adjust selection probabilities and unit nonresponse 
The sampling procedure of GERPS results in unequal probabilities of selection for both 
municipalities and individuals (see Chapter 2.4). Furthermore, the variation in response 
rates between different subgroups of the internationally mobile population varied (see 
Chapter 6.3). In complex sample surveys it is common to generate weights to 
compensate these features (Groves et al. 2004: 321f.). In the multistage stratified 
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sampling procedure of GERPS, overall 81 municipalities were selected. Since the 
inclusion of the ten municipalities with the highest number of international migrants in 
2015 (i.e. total number of 20 to 70-year-old emigrants and remigrants with German 
citizenship) was set, their probability of inclusion was equal to 1. The other 71 
municipalities were sampled proportional to the size of emigrants and remigrants in the 
year 2015. Due to the stepwise sampling procedure (see Chapter 2.4), the sampling 
design led to variation in inclusion probabilities on the individual level. In such cases, 
design weights enable an unbiased estimation by considering the sampling design and 
its different inclusion probabilities for particular individuals. 
The resulting design weights of all 11,010 complete interviews showed a mean of 3.3 
and a median of 1.5 but also included some outliers with values up to 463.4. This is due 
to internationally mobile persons originating from particularly small municipalities as 
well as relatively large households. In order to reduce the impact of the design weights 
on standard errors of survey estimates, they were trimmed for selected municipalities. 
Overall, 123 individuals from 23 municipalities with comparatively high design weights 
were identified as outliers. For those cases, the 99th percentile of the design weight’s 
distribution in the net sample was chosen and replaced by the mean of the design 
weights in these municipalities (48.4). This fundamentally reduces design weights for 
the 123 individuals identified as outliers without reducing the proportion of those 23 
municipalities in the final sample of complete interviews. 
Next to the design weight, adjusting for unequal selection probabilities of municipalities 
and individuals, existing information from the population registers as a sample frame 
were used to adjust for unit nonresponse. The aim of nonresponse weights is to account 
for nonresponse that occurs due to particular socio-demographic characteristics. The 
detailed unit nonresponse analyses in Chapter 6 showed that some personal, regional 
as well as survey design factors are correlates of nonresponse of the internationally 
mobile population. The information from population registers as well as about survey 
design features are generally of high quality and are available for almost all individuals 
included in the gross sample. Instead, the socio-economic data originating from 
Microm, a German micro- and geo-marketing agency, is proxy information used to 
assess data quality but is neither available for all individuals of the gross sample nor of 
the necessary quality to be used for nonresponse adjustments. The nonresponse 
weighting procedure was conducted separately for both samples – emigrants and 
remigrants – and included the following aspects: sex, municipality size, age, country of 
(r)emigration, and survey mode (paper and pencil interviews).  
Nonresponse adjustments must be limited to information available for every person in 
the gross sample. Whereas this is principally the case for the variables listed above, the 
gross sample included a few cases with missing information. In those cases, missing 
values were replaced following the “multiple imputation with chained equations” 
approach (cf. Royston 2009). This approach is also applied in the SOEP (see Kroh et al. 
2017) and replaces all missing values ten times. The remaining uncertainty of each 
imputation procedure is considered in subsequent nonresponse modelling and enables 
the estimation of corrected standard errors. 
In line with the procedure in Chapter 6, logistic regression models are used to model the 
probability of participation. The participation probabilities for each person are 
estimated based on several independent variables (Kim, Kim 2007). Persons with 
characteristics that are often associated with participation receive a high assigned 
probability of participation. These varying probabilities of participation are balanced by 
forming the inverse (1/p), representing each participant’s individual nonresponse 
weight (“propensity weight”). Persons with a low probability of participation thus 
receive a high weight and vice versa. In line with the results in Chapter 6, the explanatory 
power of the models are at a low level of 2 percent, demonstrating again that the 
decision for participation or non-participation is mainly unsystematic. 
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In line with the procedure on design weights, the resulting adjustment weights are 
trimmed because weighting factors with high variance increase standard errors of 
subsequent analyses of the data. No generally accepted procedure regarding the 
trimming of weights exists (Elliott, Little 2000) but most procedures take the empirical 
distribution of the adjustment factors as their basis. Because the distribution of 
weighting factors is in most cases extremely right-skewed, weights are usually trimmed 
at the upper end of the distribution, for example at the 95 percent percentile (see Lee, 
Lessler, Stuart 2011). In the case of GERPS, a factor of two times the mean was set as 
the upper limit for the nonresponse weights. Instead of replacing all weights above that 
limit with the value of the limit itself, the trimmed weights spread around the limit to 
reflect the variation of the original weighting factors. Overall, however, the trimming 
affected fewer than 200 individuals in both samples but reduced the standard deviation 
of the weights by more than 30 percent. After trimming, the nonresponse weights were 
modified by linear transformation to reach the gross sample size of 47,714 individuals. 
The scientific use file includes the design weight as well as the adjustment weight 
separately but also a combined weight for thematic analyses resulting as the product of 
both individual weights. 
12.2 Comparing the GERPS sample to data from official statistics 
Germany’s official migration statistics provided by the Federal Statistical Office certainly 
constitute the most important reference to crosscheck data quality of both GERPS 
samples. They offer the opportunity to compare the composition of GERPS with the 
distribution of the official statistics along key socio-demographic variables like sex and 
age as well as along regions of destination/origin and time of migration. The assessment 
of survey data quality and the effect of weighting procedures based on reference data is 
well established practice in survey methodology and also guides this chapter (e.g. 
Hartmann, Schimpl-Neimanns 1992; Kalter, Kogan, Dollmann 2019). 
The information from the official statistics in all following tables refers to average results 
of Germany’s migration statistic for the years 2017 and 2018 because the sampling 
period of GERPS occurred between July 2017 and June 2018. The analyses are restricted 
to 20 to 70-year-old German citizens to match the sampling frame of GERPS as closely 
as possible. Moreover, the analysis of the official statistic excludes cases deregistered 
“ex officio” (see also Chapter 2.3) but additional analyses (not shown here) indicate that 
differences between the distributions of German migrants with and without 
deregistration “ex officio” are marginal. All analyses in this chapter show the 
distribution of the official statistic, the gross sample of GERPS as well as the unweighted 
and weighted results for all complete interviews of GERPS. Whereas the information on 
the distribution in the gross sample has to rely on register information, the data on 
complete interviews refers to the information provided by the respondents themselves. 
Table 12-1 presents the distribution of male and female emigrants and remigrants in 
official statistics compared with the respective distribution in the gross sample of GERPS 
and the final sample of all complete interviews. The results show that the gross sample 
of GERPS matches the distribution share of emigrants and remigrants to a very high 
degree. Official statistics record that 52.6% of emigration events were undertaken by 
males, whereas the respective share in the gross sample of GERPS is 52.1%. For 
remigrants, the difference is even lower and differs only by 0.1 percentage points 
demonstrating that with respect to sex, sampling errors were marginal. With respect to 
the unweighted distribution in the sample of the interviews, however, the table shows a 
higher probability of females to respond to the GERPS questionnaire. This results in an 
overrepresentation of female respondents in the emigrant sample by 3.8 percentage 
points compared to official statistics and – even more pronounced – by almost 5.0 
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percentage points in the remigrant sample (for more detailed analyses about nonresponse 
see Chapter 6). Applying the weights, in both samples the distribution is now closer to the 
known distribution from the official statistics. Males are overrepresented in both samples, 
closely mirroring the gender distribution of German migrants. 
Table 12-1:  Distribution of sex in GERPS data and official statistics, in percent 
 Emigrants Remigrants 
 
Official 
statistics 
Gross 
sample 
  Complete interviews     Official 
 statistics 
Gross 
sample 
 Complete interviews    
 unweighted weighted unweighted weighted 
Male 52.6 52.1 48.9 52.9 54.5 54.4 49.5 51.4 
Femal
e 
47.4 47.9 51.1 47.1 45.5 45.6 50.5 48.6 
N 91,399 26,226 4,509 4,509 79,174 21,004 6,401 6,401 
Source: Authors’ calculations based on GERPS 2019, wave 1 and official statistics provided by the 
Federal Statistical Office 
With regard to age (see Table 12-2), differences in the distribution between official 
statistics and the gross sample of GERPS are more pronounced. This is mainly caused 
by the official migration statistics recording migration events with no reference to 
specific individuals or households. The sampling procedure of GERPS, instead, 
concentrates on only one randomly chosen individual per household. Because 
international migration in the household context is more likely in older age groups, the 
sampling procedure results at an overrepresentation of younger age groups (20-29 years 
and 30-39 years) in the gross sample. Regarding the unweighted results, especially the 
30 to 39-year-old respondents in both samples are overrepresented by 8.7 percentage 
points for the emigrants sample and 7.6 percentage points for the remigrant sample. 
This higher probability of response of the 30 to 39-year-olds consequently results at an 
underrepresentation of the older age groups of both samples. Applying weights, the 
overrepresentation of the 30 to 39-year-old respondents decreases. For the emigrant 
sample, this group is now overrepresented by 5.0 percentage points and 2.3 percentage 
points for the remigrant sample. Moreover, the share of the older age groups (50 to 59 
and 60 to 70) increases in both samples, resulting in a lower degree of 
underrepresentation for the older respondents. 
Table 12-2:  Distribution of age in GERPS data and official statistics, in percent 
 Emigrants Remigrants 
 
Official 
statistics 
Gross 
sample 
  Complete interviews   Official 
statistics 
Gross 
sample 
  Complete interviews   
 unweighted weighted unweighted weighted 
20-29 33.3 33.6 32.0 33.0 28.2 31.0 30.1 33.1 
30-39 30.6 35.9 39.3 35.6 29.0 31.1 36.6 31.3 
40-49 15.8 14.8 14.6 14.6 18.3 17.5 17.6 16.5 
50-59 12.8 10.3 10.4 11.4 15.8 13.9 11.0 12.4 
60-70 7.5 5.3 3.7 5.4 8.7 6.4 4.7 6.7 
N 91,399 26,261 4,501 4,501 79,174 21,402 6,393 6,393 
Source: Authors’ calculations based on GERPS 2019, wave 1 and official statistics provided by the 
Federal Statistical Office 
Germany’s migration statistics also provide information about the geography of 
migration. The distribution of the region of destination of emigrants in the gross sample 
largely matches the corresponding distribution in official statistics with a 1.6 percentage 
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point overrepresentation of Switzerland in the gross sample marking the most obvious 
discrepancy (see Table 12-3). 
Table 12-3:  Distribution of the region of destination of emigrants in GERPS data and 
official statistics, in percent 
 
Emigrants 
Official 
statistics 
Gross 
sample 
       Complete interviews     
unweighted weighted 
EU-28 45.5 45.3 50.3 45.2 
Other European 6.8 5.7 3.5 4.7 
Switzerland 15.1 16.7 22.1 19.4 
North America 10.3 10.4 10.1 12.1 
Latin America 4.4 4.3 2.9 3.6 
Asia 8.1 7.8 5.7 7.3 
Africa 3.0 2.8 1.7 2.5 
Oceania 4.2 4.0 2.6 3.2 
Near and Middle East 2.5 3.1 1.2 2.0 
N 91,399 25,239 4,527 4,527 
Source: Authors’ calculations based on GERPS 2019, wave 1 and official statistics provided by the 
Federal Statistical Office 
Table 12-4:  Distribution of the region of origin of remigrants in GERPS data and 
official statistics, in percent 
 
Remigrants 
Official 
statistics 
Gross 
sample 
       Complete interviews     
unweighted weighted 
EU-28 39.8 42.8 42.1 40.5 
Other European 10.1 6.3 3.8 5.8 
Switzerland 11.0 10.6 11.7 10.2 
North America 10.3 10.6 11.4 11.0 
Latin America 6.2 7.7 8.0 8.4 
Asia 11.0 9.5 10.7 10.7 
Africa 3.9 4.3 4.1 3.9 
Oceania 4.0 3.6 4.6 5.1 
Near and Middle East 3.7 4.7 3.6 4.5 
N 79,174 20,379 6,426 6,426 
Source: Authors’ calculations based on GERPS 2019, wave 1 and official statistics provided by the 
Federal Statistical Office 
Interestingly, the pattern of divergences between the official statistics and the gross 
sample is more marked with respect to remigrants. Potential sampling errors in the 
divergent distribution between official statistics and the gross sample are the most 
pronounced. For example, 39.8% of remigrants return from an EU-28 country whereas 
their respective share is 42.8% in the gross sample. This is most likely caused by the 
regional stratification of the GERPS sampling strategy (see Table 12-5). Based on this 
particular distribution, additional nonresponse bias has only marginal consequences 
for the remigrant sample (with the exception of European countries outside of the EU) 
but is more relevant for the emigrant sample. These divergences between the gross 
sample and the complete interviews in the unweighted emigrant sample are mostly 
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explained by more serious noncontact problems in non-European countries whereas 
emigrants within most European countries are more easily recruited by using origin-
based sampling with a destination-based interviewing approach. Regarding the 
weighted results, the divergence between the complete interviews and the official 
statistics as well as the gross sample is reduced. The share of emigrants living in regions 
outside Europe increases whereas the share of emigrants in Switzerland decreases. 
Finally, the weighted distribution partly compensates for the noncontact problems of 
emigrants living in countries outside Europe. With regard to the remigrant sample, the 
share of remigrants returning from EU-28 countries decreases and the share from non-
European countries increases. Although this results in a better match with the official 
statistics, the remigrants from European countries outside the EU are still 
underrepresented. 
The temporal dimension of migration is a major strength of GERPS. It enables the 
analysis of the consequences of migration across the life course, it will provide 
longitudinal data about the ongoing migration process within a panel design, and it 
focuses on the experiences of migration immediately related to the migration event. 
GERPS sampled persons who migrated during a twelve-month period immediately 
ahead of the actual fieldwork. The nonresponse analyses show hardly any effect of the 
timing of migration on the final response behaviour. The distribution of official statistics 
and the information provided by the respondent, however, clearly show some striking 
differences well known from other migration samples based on administrative registers 
(e.g. Brücker et al. 2014; Kühne, Jacobsen, Kroh 2019). Table 12-5 and Table 12-6 show 
that for a substantial number of 29.3% (emigrants) and 17.2% (remigrants) the actual 
date of the migration event took place before or after the sampling period, which lasted 
from July 2017 until June 2018. This difference even increases when weights are applied. 
Table 12-5:  Distribution of the timing of the migration event of emigrants in GERPS 
data and official statistics, in percent 
 
Emigrants 
Official 
statistics 
Gross 
sample 
       Complete interviews     
unweighted weighted 
Before July 2017 - - 23.6 25.1 
July 2017 9.1 10.4 5.7 5.3 
August 2017 10.1 11.6 8.4 9.0 
September 2017 9.3 10.4 7.4 6.5 
October 2017 8.9 8.1 5.5 5.1 
November 2017 8.7 6.3 4.1 3.5 
December 2017 8.5 8.2 5.2 5.1 
January 2018 8.1 8.7 7.3 6.9 
February 2018 7.5 6.9 5.6 5.5 
March 2018 7.6 7.5 5.4 4.7 
April 2018 7.3 7.2 6.4 6.5 
May 2018 7.1 6.4 4.9 5.2 
June 2018 7.8 8.3 4.9 5.3 
After June 2018 - - 5.7 6.4 
N 266,968 26,174 4,509 4,509 
Note: In contrast to Tables 12-1 to 12-4, data from official statistics are not restricted to 20 to 70-
year-olds and contain cases with deregistration “ex officio.” These additional analyses were not 
available from the Federal Statistical Office. 
Source: Authors’ calculations based on GERPS 2019, wave 1 and official statistics provided by the 
Federal Statistical Office 
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In the cases where actual migration took place after the date registered in official 
migration statistics, the registration took place in advance of the actual migration 
whereas – and this is the empirically much more common finding – in cases with 
migration taking place before July 2017, individuals had deregistered several months 
after the actual migration. Although substantial delays in the registration behaviour 
obviously exist, the predominate number of respondents actually migrated within the 
sampling framework and the respondents who migrated earlier did so – in most cases 
– one or two years before the date in the official data source, hardly diminishing the 
overall high data quality. 
Table 12-6:  Distribution of the timing of the migration event of remigrants in GERPS 
data and official statistics, in percent 
 
Remigrants 
Official 
statistics 
Gross 
sample 
       Complete interviews     
unweighted weighted 
Before July 2017 - - 8.1 8.7 
July 2017 10.3 9.4 8.7 7.7 
August 2017 9.6 9.7 9.3 8.1 
September 2017 8.2 9.2 8.1 7.4 
October 2017 7.6 8.5 7.4 7.1 
November 2017 6.6 6.5 4.7 4.4 
December 2017 7.8 6.6 5.8 6.4 
January 2018 8.4 8.8 7.7 7.8 
February 2018 7.6 6.8 6.1 5.6 
March 2018 7.9 7.8 5.9 5.5 
April 2018 8.3 8.7 7.1 5.8 
May 2018 8.2 8.0 6.1 6.0 
June 2018 9.6 9.9 6.0 5.9 
After June 2018 - - 9.1 13.7 
N 180,328 21,429 6,374 6,374 
Note: In contrast to tables 12-1 to 12-4, data from official statistics are not restricted to 20 to 70-
year-olds and contain cases with deregistration “ex officio.” These additional analyses were not 
available from the Federal Statistical Office. 
Source: Authors’ calculations based on GERPS 2019, wave 1 and official statistics provided by the 
Federal Statistical Office 
13 Summary 
International migration between economically highly developed countries and the 
consequences for the regions of origin as well as the individual consequences for the 
migrants themselves are regularly neglected research areas in migration studies. 
Despite the increasing importance of these international migration processes and their 
potential consequences for countries with ageing populations and decreasing labour 
forces, there is scant empirical research about this group. The main cause for this 
unsatisfactory state is a lack of appropriate data to study this form of international 
migration. The aim of the German Emigration and Remigration Panel Study (GERPS) is to 
contribute to the necessary geographical and theoretical broadening of migration 
studies by collecting new data that enable the analysis of the individual consequences 
of international migration. The report aimed to provide a detailed documentation of the 
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methodological concept, its practical implementation, and the outcomes of the baseline 
survey (wave 1) of this new study. It supports external researchers who are interested in 
working with the survey data. Furthermore, it provides detailed first-hand information 
for third parties interested in setting up similar research designs. 
Given the difficulty of surveying this rare and hard-to-reach population, GERPS aimed to 
study internationally migrating German citizens based on an original research design 
characterised by five major characteristics: 
1. GERPS applies an origin-based sampling design and uses Germany’s population 
register to set up a probability sample of the internationally mobile German 
population. In contrast to traditional destination-based migrant samples, this 
provides the opportunity for analyses of the individual causes and consequences of 
migration by comparison with existing data on non-migrants in the country of origin. 
2. GERPS uses a both-ways migration design and provides data on both recently emi-
grated and recently remigrated German citizens. Less biased migration samples are 
the key methodological advantage of this design, which accounts for selective 
return migration. Additionally, this design provides the opportunity to study the 
individual consequences of migration during the time abroad as well as after 
returning to the country of origin. 
3. GERPS is based on a push-to-web design combining offline, postal invitation letters 
with online web interviewing to recruit this hard-to-reach population. Whereas emi-
grants are surveyed during their time abroad in a large and diverse number of 
countries of destination, remigrants are surveyed after their return to Germany. In 
contrast to traditional migrant samples, this provides the opportunity for 
comparative analyses of the consequences of migration between multiple 
destination countries. 
4. GERPS applies a multi-sited design studying migration in both origin and 
destination countries. Analyses of the causes and consequences of international 
migration have to be interpreted with reference to the internationally non-mobile 
population in the country of origin. GERPS does not sample this non-mobile 
population but its data has been collected so that it can be easily harmonised with 
SOEP data to provide unlinked multi-sited data. 
5. GERPS implements a longitudinal design combining the collection of retrospective 
data with panel data to study consequences of migration along the life course. In 
contrast to cross-sectional studies, multiple measurements of central target 
variables within a comparatively short time interval provides insights into the 
dynamics of international migration processes and their consequences. Within the 
following waves of GERPS, the longitudinal design will furthermore provide the 
opportunity to study multiple migrations of emigrants deciding to migrate onwards 
or to return to Germany and remigrants deciding to emigrate again. 
The provided information and analyses of this report document that the research design 
of GERPS is a promising approach. The four basic characteristics proved successful 
overall, including the set up of a probability sample based on the country of origin as 
well as the push-to-web design resulting in overall competitive response rates. The final 
data set of this baseline study of GERPS includes more than 11,000 interviews and 
overall high data quality with respect to low levels of item nonresponse. It provides a 
probability sample of the internationally mobile German population. It provides data 
about emigrants including information about their recent life situation and about their 
life before migration including the migration process itself. It provides detailed 
information about remigrants and their recent life situation and about their life before 
return migration including the migration process itself. Finally, GERPS data are easy to 
harmonise with SOEP data, which contain information about the non-mobile population 
in the country of origin, and with additional data sources, which provide information 
about the countries of destination. 
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There are several possibilities to improve GERPS’ research design in the future. One is 
the use of Germany’s population register as a sampling frame. GERPS is the first study 
to use the newly available information about emigration in Germany’s population 
registers for a scientific study. Existing data protection considerations of individual 
municipalities and rudimentarily developed software tools to exploit this newly 
available information posed practical difficulties during the sampling process. In the 
future, even closer cooperation with the municipalities in the preparation of the 
sampling process could increase data quality. Another is the coverage error between the 
population register as a sampling frame and the internationally migrating German target 
population. Progress could include analyses about the match between the target 
population and the sampling frame based on large-scale national household surveys in 
the country of origin and destination to better assess potential coverage errors. In 
addition, potential enhancements of the sampling process should be exploited in the 
future. This includes, for example, the application of multiple-frame sampling designs 
complementing the existing probability sample based on Germany’s population register 
with a nonprobability sample. More recent advances in social network sampling, even 
in the context of migration studies (Schneider, Harknett 2019; Pötzschke, Braun 2016), 
could further increase the quality of the sample. A final aspect is the push-to-web 
design, which provided a cost-efficient and comprehensive strategy for recruiting this 
mobile population. In future, studies should improve on our lessons learned with regard 
to the difficulties of processing incentives across borders. Besides those procedural 
improvements, several methodological experiments within this baseline GERPS survey 
showed that unconditional incentive schemes bring about the best sampling outcomes. 
Additional analyses of these incentive experiments and the development of new 
incentive mechanisms for surveying across borders could potentially increase the 
quality of the resulting data. 
This documentation exhibits an innovative sampling design and its application in the 
context of a rare population. It shows how the approach can be realised successfully 
and provides ideas for improving probability samples of internationally mobile 
populations in future. Thus, GERPS makes a significant contribution to the geographical 
broadening of migration studies by improving the data situation about international 
migration in Germany and between economically highly developed countries more 
generally. Furthermore, GERPS contributes to a theoretical broadening of migration 
studies by providing opportunities for comparative analyses of the internationally 
migrating population with the non-migrating population of its country of origin. 
Alongside the existing endeavours to construct new immigrant samples in major 
destination countries, the research design of GERPS offers a promising new strategy to 
set up complementing migrant samples from the perspective of origin countries. 
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15 Appendix 
15.1 Invitation and reminder letters 
Invitation letter of the emigrant sample 
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Second reminder letter of the emigrant sample 
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133 
Invitation letter of the remigrant sample 
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Second reminder letter of the remigant sample 
136 
137 
15.2 Data protection information 
138 
139 
15.3 Panel maintenance mailings 
140 
141 
15.4 Original variables not included in the SUF due to anonymisation 
a0011 a01516_2 a05610 a06119_2 a1115 
a0011s a01517_1 a058 a06120_1 a1116 
a0012 a01517_2 a059 a06120_2 a112 
a0012s a01518_1 a0611_1 a062 a113 
a0021 a01518_2 a0611_2 a068 a113s 
a0022 a01519_1 a0612_1 a068s a114a 
a00511 a01519_2 a0612_2 a069 a114 
a009 a01520_1 a0613_1 a070s a115 
a010 a01520_2 a0613_2 a071 a116a 
a0151_1 a016 a0614_1 a073a a116 
a0151_2 a019 a0614_2 a073 a117a 
a0152_1 a019s a0615_1 a074a a117 
a0152_2 a020 a0615_2 a074 a118 
a0153_1 a021 a0616_1 a075 a119 
a0153_2 a022s a0616_2 a084 a120 
a0154_1 a024a a0617_1 a085s a121 
a0154_2 a024 a0617_2 a088a a1221 
a0155_1 a025a a0618_1 a088 a1222 
a0155_2 a025 a0618_2 a089a a1223 
a0156_1 a026 a0619_1 a089 a1224 
a0156_2 a027 a0619_2 a090 a1225 
a0157_1 a028s a06110_1 a09888s a126 
a0157_2 a029 a06110_2 a103 a127 
a0158_1 a033a a06111_1 a104 a132s 
a0158_2 a033 a06111_2 a105 a1441 
a0159_1 a034a a06112_1 a106 a1442 
a0159_2 a034 a06112_2 a107 a1441s 
a01510_1 a035 a06113_1 a108 a1442s 
a01510_2 a036 a06113_2 a109 
a01511_1 a037 a06114_1 a1101 
a01511_2 a038 a06114_2 a1102 
a01512_1 a039 a06115_1 a1103 
a01512_2 a040 a06115_2 a1104 
a01513_1 a0411 a06116_1 a1105 
a01513_2 a0412 a06116_2 a11088 
ar01514_1 a0413 a06117_1 a11098 
a01514_2 a0414 a06117_2 a1111 
a01515_1 a0415 a06118_1 a1112 
a01515_2 a04188 a06118_2 a1113 
a01516_1 a05388s a06119_1 a1114 
*Reader information: The SUF variable can be found to the right of
the corresponding question or item in the second row
Page 2: Your move abroad 
[Screening Questions for Paneltransition] 
According to the registration office (“Einwohnermeldeamt”), you moved your residence 
abroad some time ago. Just to be sure: 
0. Are you currently living abroad? ae000 
a000 
Yes (Continue with question 1.1) 1 
No (Continue with question with "Switch side") 2 
15.5 Emigrant questionnaire and codebook
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Page 3: Your move abroad 
[Switch Side] 
You have indicated that you do not (any longer) live abroad. 
We therefore assume that you have recently lived abroad but are now living permanently in Germany 
again. 
If this is the case, please click here. [ Forwarding to Remigrant Questionnaire] 
If you are currently living abroad, please click on the button in the bottom right corner. 
Thank you very much! 
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Page 4: Your move abroad  
 
We are interested in which country you have moved to. 
 
1.1  In which country do you currently live in? ae0011 
a0011 
Drop-down list (with the option of other open specification as the last 
answer option) 
 
 
If selected "other country" 
1.1s. [Open] In which country do you currently live in? ae0011s 
a0011s 
  
 
 
No selection: Soft-Reminder pop-up window 
The question of the country to which you moved some time ago is of particular interest for us. We 
would therefore be very pleased if you could give us this information.  
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Page 5: Your move abroad  
We are interested in which country you have moved to. 
 
1.2  In which country do you currently live in? ae0012 
a0012 
Drop-down list (with the option of other open specification as the last 
answer option) 
 
 
If selected "other country" 
1.2s [Open] In which country do you currently live in? ae0012s 
a0012s 
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Page 6: Your move abroad  
 
 
2. When did you leave Germany? 
 
Please specify the month and year. 
 
Drop-down menu Month 
ae0021 
a0021 
 
 
Drop-down menu Year (2018-1940) 
ae0022 
a0022 
 
3. Before you moved to the country where you currently live, did you 
already know people in that country? 
 
Please tick everything that is true. (Multiple nominations possible) 
 
Yes, close relatives (e.g. partners, parents, children, siblings, grandchildren, 
grandparents) 
0/1 ae0031 
a0041 
Yes, other relatives (e.g. aunts/uncles, cousins, nieces/nephews) 0/1 ae0032 
a0042 
Yes, work colleagues 0/1 ae0033 
a0043 
Yes, other friends and acquaintances 0/1 ae0034 
a0044 
No 0/1 ae0035 
a0045 
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Page 7: Your motives and reasons for leaving Germany  
 
4. There are many possible reasons to move out of Germany. The following 
are different motives for leaving Germany. Please tell us how important 
these reasons were for your decision to move out of Germany 
 
Please answer on the following scale, where a value of 1 means "Not at all important" 
and the value 6 "Very important". You can use the values in between to downgrade your 
assessment. For reasons that do not apply to you, please select “Not applicable”.  
 
  Not at all 
important 
    Very 
important 
Not 
applicable 
 
 
 
  1 2 3 4 5 6 -2  
Own professional reasons  
1 2 3 4 5 6 
-2 
ae0041 
a0051 
Professional reasons of my partner  
1 2 3 4 5 6 -2 ae0042 
a0052 
Other reasons regarding the 
partnership 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 -2 ae0043 
a0053 
Family reasons  
1 2 3 4 5 6 -2 ae0044 
a0054 
Financial reasons  
1 2 3 4 5 6 -2 ae0045 
a0055 
Dissatisfaction with life in Germany  
1 2 3 4 5 6 -2 ae0046 
a0056 
Educational or training-related 
reasons / studies 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 -2 ae0047 
a0057 
For reasons of my personal lifestyle 
(e.g. better climate, different way of 
life, gaining new experiences) 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 -2 ae0048 
a0058 
Based on SOEP IAB BAMF 2016 25 or SOEP Migrants First Survey 2015 F25  
  
5. Now, please think about the first weeks and months in the 
country where you live: How easy or difficult did you set foot? 
 
 Please answer using the following scale, where a value of 1 means "Very 
difficult" and the value 7 means "Very easy". You can use the values in between 
to downgrade your assessment. 
ae005 
a007 
Very difficult 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
Very easy 
6 
      
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Page 8: Your personal situation before leaving Germany  
And now we have some questions about your personal situation before leaving Germany. If 
you look back, what was your situation like three months before you went abroad? 
 
 First, we are interested in your family and partnership. 
 
6. Were you in a serious partnership before you left Germany? 
 
Please refer to your situation three months before you have gone abroad. 
ae006 
a008 
Yes (Continue with question 8) 1 
No 0 
SOEP Migrants First Survey 2015 F85 
 
7. If you were Single, what was your marital status back then? 
 
Please refer to your situation three months before you have gone abroad. 
 
This is only about the official marital status, regardless of the relationship status. 
ae007 
a009 
Married, separated  3 
Registered partnership, separated  4 
Single  5 
Divorced  6 
Widowed / life partner from registered 
partnership deceased 
 
8 
(Continue with question 12) 
 
8. What was your marital status back then? 
 
Please refer to your situation three months before you have gone abroad. 
 
This is only about the official marital status, regardless of the relationship status. 
ae008 
a010 
Married  1 
Registered partnership  2 
Married, separated  3 
Registered partnership, separated  4 
Single  5 
Divorced  6 
Registered partnership annulled  7 
Widowed / life partner from registered 
partnership deceased 
 
8 
Based on SOEP I 2017 F187 and Allbus 2016 F082 
 
 
9. Did your partnership extend beyond your move abroad? ae009 
a011 
Yes  1 
No (Continue with question 12)  0 
SOEP Migrants First Survey 2015 F86 
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Page 9: Your decision to leave Germany  
 
 
A partnership, whether it is a marriage or a relationship, can sometimes have more, 
sometimes less influence on our decisions. Therefore, we ask you to remember the time 
before you left Germany, specifically the time of the decision-making process. 
 
10. When you think of your decision to leave Germany, who was the 
driving force? You or your partner? 
 
ae010 
a012 
My Partner  1 
Myself  2 
Both equally  3 
I don't know  -2 
SOEP Migrants First Survey 2015 87 
 
11. What was it like after you moved to the country you are currently 
living in: Which of you both moved first, or did you move together? 
 
ae011 
a013 
My partner was already living in the country 
when we met 
 1 
My partner moved before me to the country  2 
My partner moved after me to the country  3 
We moved to the country at the same time  4 
My partner still lives in Germany  5 
My partner lives in another country  6 
SOEP Migrants First Survey 2015 91 
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Page 10: Your living situation before leaving Germany  
 
Your living situation at that time - three months before you left for the country in which 
you live - is also interesting for us. 
 
12. How many people lived in your household permanently at the time, 
including yourself? 
 
Please refer to your situation three months before you have gone abroad. 
If you lived in a shared flat, please select "1" . 
Please also think of all children living in the household. 
ae012 
a014 
Drop Down Menu (1-20)  
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Page 11: Your living situation before leaving Germany  
 
13. Now we would like to know more: Who lived in your household permanently, 
except you? 
 
How do you relate to these people (e.g. Your father, your daughter, your partner, your mother)? 
 
Please refer to your situation three months before you have gone abroad. 
 Relationship Birth 
First person List Drop 
Second person List 2018-1900 
......... 1 2 
......... 1 2 
......... 1 2 
......... 1 2 
Twentieth person List List 
 ae0131_1 to ae01320_1 
a0151_1 to a01520_1 
ae0131_2 to ae01320_2 
a0151_2 to a01520_2 
Based on ESS 2016 F0_HH_1 -F0_HH_12 
Items from the Drop Down list: 
Partner 
Daughter 
Son 
Father 
Mother 
Father 
Mother 
Grandson 
Other relatives 
Other unrelated persons 
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Page 12: Your living situation before leaving Germany  
 
14. How many citizens lived in your town in Germany before you left? 
 
Please refer to your situation three months before you have gone abroad. 
ae014 
a016 
More than 1,000,000 inhabitants  1 
100,000 to 1,000,000 inhabitants  2 
10,000 to 100,000 inhabitants  3 
Less than 10,000 inhabitants  4 
Based on ALLBUS 2016 F119 and ESS2016 DOMICIL F14 
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Page 13: Your employment situation before leaving Germany  
Now we are interested in your main activity three months before you left Germany. 
 
15. What was your main activity? What describes your situation the best 
at the time? I was... 
 
If you have been in several activities, please indicate the activity for which you have 
spent the most time. 
ae015 
a019 
Blue- or white-collar worker (Continue with question 23)  1 
Civil servants (including judges and professional soldiers) (Continue with question 
23) 
 2 
Self-employed or freelancer (Continue with question 17)  3 
Marginal part-time employed (“Mini-Job” up to 450 €) (Continue with question 
23) 
 4 
In first-time in-service training/apprenticeship (Continue with question 32)  5 
In further training, retraining or further occupational training (Continue with 
question 32) 
 6 
Registered unemployed (Continue with question 32)  7 
In retirement/early retirement (Continue with question 16)  8 
On maternity leave/parental leave (Continue with question 32)  9 
Attending school/university/vocational school (Continue with question 32)  10 
Voluntary military service, Federal volunteer service or similar (Continue with 
question 32) 
 11 
Work and Travel, Au Pair or similar (Continue with question 32)  12 
Housemaker (Continue with question 32)  13 
Other [Please specify]   88 
 
15s What other activity were you doing at the time? 
 
 
ae015s 
a019s 
(Open indication)   
(Continue with question 32)  
153
  
 
Page 14: Your employment situation before leaving Germany  
 
[Block: Retirement before moving] 
16. What was your main activity at the time before your retirement? ae016 
a020 
Blue- or white-collar worker (Continue with 
question 23) 
 1 
Civil servant (including judges and professional 
soldiers) (Continue with question 23) 
 2 
Self-employed or freelancer (Continue with 
question 17) 
 3 
Jobseeker/registered unemployed (Continue with 
question 32) 
 4 
Early retirement/pension (persons with a pension 
due to disability) (Continue with question 32) 
 5 
In the exemption phase of part-time retirement 
(Continue with question 32) 
 6 
Housemaker (Continue with question 32)  7 
In further education/retraining (Continue with 
question 32) 
 8 
Transitions and Old Age Potentials (TOP), Wave 1 | X100 
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Page 15: Your employment situation before leaving Germany  
 
[Block: Self-employed or freelancer before moving] 
17. What was your position/occupation at the time? 
 
Please state the exact job title, i.e. not "entrepreneur", but: "head of a metalworking 
company", not "freelancer", but: "lawyer". Please refer to your situation three 
months before you have gone abroad. 
ae017 
a021 
 
............................................................................................................. 
 
 
 
 
18. Which industry did your company belong to? 
Please select only one answer option. 
ae018 
a022 
Construction  1 
Mining, quarrying  2 
Energy and water supply  3 
Provision of financial and insurance services  4 
Provision of professional, scientific and technical 
services 
 5 
Provision of other service activities  6 
Provision of other economic service activities 
(administrative and support service activities) 
 7 
Education (and childcare)  8 
Accommodation and food service activities  9 
Human health and social work activities  10 
Real estate activities  11 
Wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor vehicles 
and consumer goods 
 12 
Information and communication  13 
Arts, entertainment and recreation  14 
Agriculture, forestry and fishing   15 
Public administration, defense, compulsory social 
security 
 16 
Manufacturing, manufacture of goods  17 
Transportation and storage  18 
Other  88 
 
18s. Which industry did your company belong to? ae018s 
a022s 
Short free text   
 
 
19. How many employees did you have at 
that time? 
ae019 
a023 
None  1 
1-9  2 
10 or more  3 
SOEP-2017-I | 57 
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Page 16: Your employment situation before leaving Germany 
 
20. What was your average monthly gross profit back then?  
 No information given 1 ae020a 
a024a 
Gross profit (in euros) was ……………………… 2 ae020 
a024 
 
SOEP bhp9701 
 
 
21. What was your average monthly net profit back then?  
 No information given  1 ae021a 
a025a 
Net profit (in euros) was ………………………… (Continue with question 23) 2 ae021 
a025 
SOEP bhp9702 
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Page 17: Your employment situation before leaving Germany  
 
22. Would you tell us, if any, which category your average monthly net 
profit was in? 
ae022 
a026 
Less than 500 euros  1 
500 to less than 1000 euros  2 
1000 to less than 1500 euros  3 
1500 to less than 2000 euros  4 
2000 to less than 2500 euros  5 
2500 to less than 3000 euros  6 
3000 to less than 4000 euros  7 
4000 to less than 5000 euros  8 
5000 to less than 7500 euros  9 
7500 Euro and more  10 
(Continue with question 32) 
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Page 18: Your employment situation before leaving Germany  
[Block: Blue- and white-collar and civil servants before moving] 
23. What was your position/occupation at the time? 
 
[If civil servants] 
Please indicate the exact job title, i.e. not 'civil servants in the higher service', but 
'financial officials in the higher service'. 
 
[If blue/white collar worker] 
Please indicate the exact job title, i.e. not "clerk", but: "shipping clerk", not "blue-
collar worker", but: "machine metalworker”. 
 
[To both] 
Please refer to your situation three months before you have gone abroad. 
 
 
ae023 
a027 
     
. 
 
 
 
SOEP IAB BAMF 2016 146 or SOEP Migrants First survey 2015 91 or current activity SOEP 2017 I 52 
 
24. Which industry did your company belong to? 
Please select only one answer option. 
ae024 
a028 
Construction  1 
Mining, quarrying  2 
Energy and water supply  3 
Provision of financial and insurance services  4 
Provision of professional, scientific and technical 
services 
 5 
Provision of other service activities  6 
Provision of other economic service activities 
(administrative and support service activities) 
 7 
Education (and childcare)  8 
Accommodation and food service activities  9 
Human health and social work activities  10 
Real estate activities  11 
Wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor vehicles 
and consumer goods 
 12 
Information and communication  13 
Arts, entertainment and recreation  14 
Agriculture, forestry and fishing   15 
Public administration, defense, compulsory social 
security 
 16 
Manufacturing, manufacture of goods  17 
Transportation and storage  18 
Other  88 
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24s.  Which industry did your company belong to? ae024s 
a028s 
Short free text   
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Page 19: Your employment situation before leaving Germany  
 
25. How many hours per week were stipulated in your contract 
(excluding overtime)? 
 
 No fixed working time 1 ae025a 
a029a 
Hours per week................. 2 ae025 
a029 
SOEP 2017 I 79 
 
26. And how many hours did you generally work, including any 
overtime? 
ae026 
a030 
Hours per week.................  
SOEP 2017 I 80 
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Page 20: Your employment situation before leaving Germany  
 
27. In your position at work at the time, did you supervise others? In 
other words, did people work under your direction? 
ae027 
a031 
Yes  1 
No (Continue with question 29)  2 
SOEP 2017 I 63 
 
[Opens if 27=1] 
28. How many people worked under your 
direction? 
ae028 
a032 
Persons 
 
  
SOEP 2017 I 64 
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Page 21: Your employment situation before leaving Germany  
 
29. What were your average monthly gross earnings back then? 
If you received extra income such as vacation pay or back pay, please do not include 
this. 
Gross earnings mean income before deduction of taxes and social security. 
 
 No information given  1 ae029a 
a033a 
Gross earnings (in euros) ...................  2 ae029 
a033 
SOEP 2017 I 97 
 
30. What were your average monthly net earnings back then? 
If you received extra income such as vacation pay or back pay, please do not include this. 
Net earnings mean income after deduction of taxes, social security, and unemployment and health 
insurance. 
 No information given 1 ae030a 
a034a 
Net earnings (in euro) ................... (Continue with question 32) 2 ae030 
a034 
SOEP 2017 I 97 
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Page 22: Your employment situation before leaving Germany  
31. Would you tell us, if any, what category your average monthly net 
earnings were in? 
ae031 
a035 
Less than 500 euros  1 
500 to less than 1000 euros  2 
1000 to less than 1500 euros  3 
1500 to less than 2000 euros  4 
2000 to less than 2500 euros  5 
2500 to less than 3000 euros  6 
3000 to less than 4000 euros  7 
4000 to less than 5000 euros  8 
5000 to less than 7500 euros  9 
7500 Euro and more  10 
SOEP 2017 I 97 
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Page 23: Your departure from Germany  
 
Now to another topic: 
 
32. How much time do you plan to spend in 
Germany within the next 12 months? 
ae032 
a043 
I'm not going to be there at all  1 
Less than 1 month  2 
1 to 3 months  3 
4 to 6 months  4 
More than 6 months  5 
I don't know yet  -2 
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Page 24: Planned duration of your stay abroad  
 
33. And how long do you want to stay in the country where you 
currently live in ae001.shown? 
ae033 
a044 
A maximum of one more year (Continue with 
question 35) 
 1 
A few more years  2 
Forever (Continue with question 35)  3 
Don't know yet (Continue with question 35)  -2 
 
[Opens if 33=2] 
34. How many years do you plan to stay in the country where you 
currently live in? 
ae034 
a045 
 
...................................... 
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Page 25: Your previous long-term stays abroad  
 
35. Many people settle in several countries over the course of their 
lives. What about you? Did you always live in Germany before you 
left, or did you live elsewhere at times? 
 
This refers to a continuous stay in another country of more than 3 months. 
Shorter stays, e.g. vacations or visits to relatives, are not meant here. 
ae035 
a046 
I have always lived in Germany (Continue with 
question 38) 
 1 
I lived elsewhere once  2 
I lived elsewhere twice  3 
I lived elsewhere three times or more  4 
Based on SOEP 2015 Migration Sample F 6 (first respondent), SOEP IAB BAMF 2016 F 5 
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Page 26: Your previous long-term stays abroad  
 
36. For how long have you lived abroad? 
If you have lived abroad several times, please refer to the entire duration (including 
your current stay abroad). 
ae036 
a047 
Less than a year  1 
1 to under 2 years  2 
2 to under 5 years  3 
5 and more years  4 
Based on Allbus 2016 F055L (also based on SOEP 2015 Migration Sample F 6 (first respondent), SOEP 
IAB BAMF 2016 5) 
 
37. Where did you live during your last extended stay abroad (at least 
three months)? 
ae037 
a048 
Also, in the country where I live now ae001.shown  1 
In another country  2 
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Page 27: Leaving your current country of residence or returning to 
Germany  
 
38. Have you seriously been thinking of moving back to Germany or 
another country lately? 
ae038 
a054 
Yes  1 
No (Continue with question 41)  2 
Based on SOEP 2014 F 145 
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Page 28: Leaving your current country of residence or returning to 
Germany  
 
39. Which country do you intend to move to? ae039 
a055 
Back to Germany  1 
To another country  2 
Don't know yet  3 
Based on SOEP 2014 F 147 
 
40. And why do you want to leave the country in which you currently live? 
Please tick everything that is true. (Multiple nominations possible) 
 
Stay was planned for a limited period of time 0/1 ae0401 
a0561 
Own professional reasons 0/1 ae0402 
a0562 
Professional reasons of my partner 0/1 ae0403 
a0563 
Other reasons regarding the partnership 0/1 ae0404 
a0564 
Family reasons (e.g. proximity to relatives) 0/1 ae0405 
a0565 
Financial reasons 0/1 ae0406 
a0566 
Dissatisfaction with life in the country where I live .ae001.shown 0/1 ae0407 
a0567 
Educational or training-related reasons / studies 0/1 ae0408 
a0568 
For reasons of my personal lifestyle (e.g. better climate, other way of life) 0/1 ae0409 
a0569 
[When 'ae001.shown' = United Kingdom] 
The UK's exit from the EU (Brexit) 
0/1 ae04010 
a05610 
Other reasons: 0/1 ae04088 
a05688 
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Page 29: Your current life situation  
 
Now we are interested in your current living situation in the country in which you live. We 
start with your family situation. 
 
41. Do you currently have a serious 
partnership? 
ae041 
a057 
Yes (Continue with question 43)  1 
No  2 
 
42. If you are not in a serious partnership, what is your current marital 
status? 
 
 
This is only about the official marital status, regardless of the relationship status. 
ae042 
a058 
Married, separated  3 
Registered partnership, separated  4 
Single  5 
Divorced  6 
Widowed / life partner from registered 
partnership deceased 
 8 
(Continue with question 44) 
 
43. What is your current marital status? 
 
This is only about the official marital status, regardless of the relationship status. 
ae043 
a059 
Married  1 
Registered partnership  2 
Married, separated  3 
Registered partnership, in separation  4 
Single  5 
Divorced  6 
Registered partnership annulled  7 
Widowed / life partner from registered 
partnership deceased 
 8 
SOEP I 2017 F187 
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Page 30: Your current housing situation  
 
44. How many people live in your household permanently including 
yourself? 
 
If you live in a shared flat, please enter "1". 
Please also think of all children living in the household. 
ae044 
a060 
 
Drop Down Menu (1-20) 
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Page 31: Your current housing situation  
 
45. Now we would like to know more: who lives in your household permanently 
except you? 
 
How do you relate to these people (e.g. Your father, your daughter, your partner, your mother)? 
 Relationship Birth 
First person List Drop 
Second person List 1900-2018 
......... 1 2 
......... 1 2 
......... 1 2 
......... 1 2 
Twentieth person List List 
 ae0451_1 to ae04520_1 
a0611_1 to a06120_1 
ae0451_2 to ae04520_2 
a0611_2 to a06120_2 
Based on ESS 2016 F0_HH_1 -F0_HH_12 
Items from the Drop-Down list: 
Partner 
Daughter 
Son 
Father 
Mother 
Father 
Mother 
Grandson 
Other relatives 
Other unrelated person 
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Page 32: Your current housing situation  
46. How many citizens live in your town 
where you currently live? 
ae046 
a062 
More than 1,000,000 inhabitants  1 
100,000 to 1,000,000 inhabitants  2 
10,000 to 100,000 inhabitants  3 
Less than 10,000 inhabitants  4 
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Page 33: Your contacts with friends and relatives  
Now we are interested in your group of friends 
 
47. How many close friends would you say that you have? ae047 
a064 
     
Close friends 
 
 
Based on SOEP 2017 I F6 
 
 
[Opens if 47 > 0] 
48. How many of these close friends live ...  
     
                        .in Germany 
 
                         in the country where you lived 
 
                        .in another country 
 
 
 
 
1 ae0481 
a0651 
2 ae0482 
a0652 
3 ae0483 
a0653 
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Page 34: Your contacts with friends and relatives  
 
We are also interested in how regularly you are in contact with your relatives and close 
friends in Germany 
 
49. How often do you have contact with the following people in Germany? 
 
All possible types of contact count here, such as phone calls, messages via messenger or 
internet, letters/packages or personal visits. 
If you have contact with, for example, several siblings, children or friends, please think only of 
the person with which you are most often in contact. 
Please select the category "Not applicable" if you don't have any people in a category or if the 
person is not living in Germany. 
 
 Daily At 
least 
once a 
week 
At least once 
a month 
Rare Not 
appli
cable 
 
(Marriage) Partner 1 2 3 4 -2 ae0491 
a0661 
Parents/in-laws 1 2 3 4 -2 ae0492 
a0662 
Siblings 1 2 3 4 -2 ae0493 
a0663 
Children 1 2 3 4 -2 ae0494 
a0664 
Grandchildren 1 2 3 4 -2 ae0495 
a0665 
Grandparents 1 2 3 4 -2 ae0496 
a0666 
Other relatives (e.g. aunts, 
uncles, cousins) 
1 2 3 4 -2 ae0497 
a0667 
Close friends 1 2 3 4 -2 ae04988 
a06688 
Oriented to Allbus 2016 F 55 
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Page 35: Your personal situation compared to the situation before you left 
from Germany  
 
50. If you compare your current personal situation with the one before you 
left Germany, how do you generally assess the situation in the following 
areas of life? 
 
  Much better 
than in 
Germany 
Better About the 
same 
Worse Much worse 
than in 
Germany 
 
Your family life 
 1 2 3 4 5 
ae0501 
a0671 
Your group of friends and 
acquaintances 
 1 2 3 4 5 
ae0502 
a0672 
Your health 
 1 2 3 4 5 
ae0503 
a0673 
Your residential area 
 1 2 3 4 5 
ae0504 
a0674 
Your contacts with the 
neighborhood 
 1 2 3 4 5 
ae0505 
a0675 
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Page 36: Your current employment situation  
 
Here are some questions about your current employment in the country where you live. 
 
51. What is your current occupational status? What describes your 
current situation the best? I was…  
If you are in several activities, please indicate the activity for which you spent the 
most time. 
ae051 
a068 
Blue- or white-collar worker (Continue with question 52) 1 
Civil servants (including judges and professional soldiers) (Continue with question 
52) 
2 
Self-employed or freelancer (Continue with question 67) 3 
In first-time in-service/apprenticeship (Continue with question 95) 4 
In further training, retraining or further occupational training (Continue with 
question 95) 
5 
Registered unemployed (Continue with question 75) 6 
In retirement/early retirement (Continue with question 80) 7 
On maternity leave/parental leave (Continue with question 75) 8 
Attending school/university/vocational school (Continue with question 86) 9 
Voluntary military service, federal volunteer Service or similar (Continue with 
question 106) 
10 
Work and Travel, Au Pair or similar (Continue with question 106) 11 
Housemaker (Continue with question 75) 12 
Other [Please specify] 88 
Based on SOEP 2017 I 122 
 
51s What other activity are you currently doing?  
 
ae051s 
a068s 
Short free text  
(Continue with question 106) 
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Page 37: Your current employment situation  
[Block: Blue- and white-collar workers and civil servants] 
52. What is your current position/occupation? 
 
[If civil servants] 
Please indicate the exact job title, i.e. not 'civil servants in the higher service', but 
'financial officials in the higher service'. 
 
[If blue/white collar worker] 
Please indicate the exact job title, i.e. not "clerk", but: "shipping clerk", not "blue-
collar worker", but: "machine metalworker”.  
 
[To both] 
If you do not know the German name, please try to describe your profession. 
ae052 
a069 
     
. 
 
 
 
SOEP 2017 I 52 SOEP or previously IAB BAMF 2016 146 or SOEP Migrants First Survey 2015 91 
 
 
53. Which industry does your company belong to? 
Please select only one answer option. 
ae053 
a070 
Construction 1 
Mining, quarrying 2 
Energy and water supply 3 
Provision of financial and insurance services 4 
Provision of professional, scientific and technical services 5 
Provision of other service activities 6 
Provision of other economic service activities (administrative and support service 
activities) 
7 
Education (and childcare) 8 
Accommodation and food service activities 9 
Human health and social work activities 10 
Real estate activities 11 
Wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor vehicles and consumer goods 12 
Information and communication 13 
Arts, entertainment and recreation 14 
Agriculture, forestry and fishing  15 
Public administration, defense, compulsory social security 16 
Manufacturing, manufacture of goods 17 
Transportation and storage 18 
Other 88 
 
53s. Which industry does your company belong to? ae053s 
a070s 
Short free text   
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Page 38: Your current employment situation  
 
54. How many hours per week are stipulated in your contract (excluding 
overtime)? 
 
 No fixed working time 1 ae054a 
a071a 
Hours per week................. 1 ae054 
a071 
SOEP 2017 I 79 
 
55. And how many hours do you generally work, including any 
overtime? 
ae055 
a072 
Hours per week.................  
SOEP 2017 I 80 
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Page 39: Your current employment situation  
56. What was your average monthly gross earnings last month? 
If you received extra income such as vacation pay or back pay, please do not include this. 
Gross earnings mean income before deduction of taxes and social security 
 No information given 1 ae056a 
a073a 
Gross earnings (in euros) ................... 2 ae056 
a073 
SOEP 2017 I 97 
 
 
57. What was your average monthly net earnings last month? 
 
If you received extra income such as vacation pay or back pay, please do not include this. 
 
Net earnings mean income after deduction of taxes, social security, and unemployment and health 
insurance. 
 No information given 1 ae057a 
a074a 
Net earnings (in euro) ...................(Continue with question 59) 2 ae057 
a074 
SOEP 2017 I 97 
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Page 40: Your current employment situation  
58. Would you tell us, if any, what category your monthly net earnings 
are in? 
ae058 
a075 
Less than 500 euros  1 
500 to less than 1000 euros  2 
1000 to less than 1500 euros  3 
1500 to less than 2000 euros  4 
2000 to less than 2500 euros  5 
2500 to less than 3000 euros  6 
3000 to less than 4000 euros  7 
4000 to less than 5000 euros  8 
5000 to less than 7500 euros  9 
7500 Euro and more  10 
SOEP 2017 I 97 
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Page 41: Your current employment situation  
 
59. Does this job correspond to the occupation for which you were 
trained? 
ae059 
a076 
Yes  1 
No  2 
Still in education or training  3 
I have not been trained for a particular occupation  4 
SOEP 2017 I 53 
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Page 42: Your current employment situation  
 
60. What has changed in relation to your employer as a way of 
moving abroad? Your current employer is... 
ae060 
a077 
... the same employer as in Germany  1 
... a subsidiary of the last employer in Germany  2 
... a completely different employer than in Germany (Continue with question 
62). 
 3 
4 
Not applicable (Continue with question 62).  -2 
 
61. Have you been sent by your employer? ae061 
a078 
Yes 1 
No 2 
 
62. Do you have a fixed-term or permanent employment contract? ae062 
a079 
Permanent contract  1 
Fixed-term contract  2 
Not applicable/Do not have an employment contract  3 
SOEP 2017 I 60 
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Page 43: Your current employment situation  
 
63. In your position at work, do you supervise others? In other words, do 
people work under your direction? 
ae063 
a080 
Yes  1 
No (Continue with question 65)  2 
SOEP 2017 I 63  
 
[Opens if 63=1] 
64. How many people work under your direction? ae064 
a081 
Persons 
 
  
SOEP 2017 I 64  
 
65. Approximately how many people does the company employ as a 
whole?  
 
This does not refer to a local unit of the company, but to the entire company. 
ae065 
a082 
Less than 5 employees  1 
From 5 up to, but less than 10 employees  2 
From 10 up to, but less than 20 employees  3 
From 20 up to, but less than 100 employees  4 
From 100 up to, but less than 200 employees  5 
From 200 up to but less than 2000 employees  6 
2000 or more employees  7 
SOEP 2017 I 62  
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Page 44: Your current employment situation  
 
66. If you compare your professional situation with the one before you left 
Germany, how do you generally assess the situation in the following 
areas? 
 
 Much better than 
in Germany 
Better About the 
same 
Worse Much worse than 
in Germany 
Not 
applicable 
 
Your wage 1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ae0661 
a0831 
Your career 
opportunities 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ae0662 
a0832 
The safety of your 
workplace 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ae0663 
a0833 
Your decision-
making skills 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ae0664 
a0834 
(Continue with question 106) 
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Page 45: Your current employment situation  
 
[Block Self-employed/freelancers] 
67. What is your current position/occupation? 
 
Please state the exact job title, i.e. not "entrepreneur", but: "head of a 
metalworking company", not "freelancer", but: "lawyer". 
If you do not know the German name, please try to rewrite the profession. 
ae067 
a084 
     
. 
 
 
SOEP 2017 I 52 SOEP or previously IAB BAMF 2016 146 or SOEP Migrants First Survey 2015 91 
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68. Which industry does your company belong to? 
Please select only one answer option. 
ae068 
a085 
Construction  1 
Mining, quarrying  2 
Energy and water supply  3 
Provision of financial and insurance services  4 
Provision of professional, scientific and technical 
services 
 5 
Provision of other service activities  6 
Provision of other economic service activities 
(administrative and support service activities) 
 7 
Education (and childcare)  8 
Accommodation and food service activities  9 
Human health and social work activities  10 
Real estate activities  11 
Wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor vehicles 
and consumer goods 
 12 
Information and communication  13 
Arts, entertainment and recreation  14 
Agriculture, forestry and fishing   15 
Public administration, defense, compulsory social 
security 
 16 
Manufacturing, manufacture of goods  17 
Transportation and storage  18 
Other  88 
 
68s. Which industry does your company belong to? ae068s 
a085a 
Short free text   
 
69. How many employees do you have? 
If you have more than one professional activity, please answer the following 
questions only for your current main occupation. 
ae069 
a086 
None  1 
1-9  2 
10 or more  3 
SOEP-2017-I | 57 
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Page 46: Your current employment situation  
 
70. Does this job correspond to the occupation you were trained? ae070 
a087 
Yes  1 
No  2 
Still in education or training  3 
I have not been trained for a particular occupation  4 
SOEP 2017 I 53 
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Page 47: Your current employment situation  
 
71. What is your average monthly gross profit?  
 No information given 1 ae071a 
a088a 
Gross profit (in euros) ……………………. 2 ae071 
a088 
 
72. What is your average monthly net profit?  
 No information given  1 ae072a 
a089a 
Net profit (in euros) ………………………. (Continue with question 73) 2 ae072 
a089 
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Page 48: Your current employment situation  
 
73. Would you tell us, if any, which category your average monthly 
net profit is in? 
 
ae073 
a090 
Less than 500 euros  1 
500 to less than 1000 euros  2 
1000 to less than 1500 euros  3 
1500 to less than 2000 euros  4 
2000 to less than 2500 euros  5 
2500 to less than 3000 euros  6 
3000 to less than 4000 euros  7 
4000 to less than 5000 euros  8 
5000 to less than 7500 euros  9 
7500 Euro and more  10 
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Page 49: Your current employment situation  
 
74. If you compare your professional situation with the one before you left 
Germany, how do you generally assess the situation in the following 
areas? 
 
 Much better 
than in 
Germany 
Better About 
the same 
Worse Much worse 
than in 
Germany 
Not 
applicable 
 
Your earning 
opportunities 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ae0741 
a0911 
Support from public 
authorities 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ae0742 
a0912 
Entrepreneurial 
framework conditions 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ae0743 
a0913 
(Continue with question 106) 
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Page 50: Your current employment situation  
[Block not employed] 
75. Have you been working since your arrival in the country where 
you currently live? 
ae075 
a092 
Yes  1 
No  2 
 
76. Do you intend to obtain (or resume) employment in the future? ae076 
a093 
No, definitely not (Continue with question 78)  1 
Probably not  2 
Probably  3 
Yes, definitely  4 
Don't know (Continued with question 78)  -2 
SOEP 2017 F34 
 
[Opens if 76=2, 3 or 4] 
77. When, approximately, would you like to start working? ae077 
a094 
As soon as possible  1 
Within the coming year  2 
In the next 2 to 5 years  3 
In more than 5 years  4 
SOEP 2017 F35 
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Page 51: Your current employment situation  
78. If you were currently looking for a new job: Is it or would it be 
easy, difficult or almost impossible to find an appropriate 
position? 
ae078 
a095 
Easy  1 
Difficult  2 
Almost impossible  3 
I don't know  4 
SOEP 2017 F37 
 
 
[back to all] 
79. If you compare your current professional situation with the one before 
you left Germany, how do you generally assess the situation in the 
following areas? 
 
 Much better 
than in Germany 
Better About 
the 
same 
Worse Much worse 
than in 
Germany 
Not 
applicable 
 
Your chances of finding a 
job 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ae0791 
a0961 
Your chances of finding a 
job that suits your 
education 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ae0792 
a0962 
Your protection as an 
unemployed 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ae0793 
a0963 
(Continue with question 106) 
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Page 52: Your current employment situation  
 
[Block to pensioners] 
80. Are you currently receiving retirement benefits such as a 
statutory old-age pension or state pension, a widow’s pension or 
an incapacity pension? 
ae080 
a097 
Yes  1 
No  0 
NEPS SC6 Wave 8: 301 
 
81. Why did you retire? 
 
Please tick everything that is true. (Multiple nominations possible) 
 
Reaching the legal age limit 0/1 ae0811 
a0981 
Fulfillment of the eligibility requirements for an old-age pension 0/1 ae0812 
a0982 
Fulfillment of the eligibility requirements for an occupational pension 0/1 ae0813 
a0983 
Received offer for an early retirement scheme 0/1 ae0814 
a0984 
Has been terminated (e.g. early retirement benefits, unemployment benefit, 
etc.) 
0/1 ae0815 
a0985 
Due to my poor health 0/1 ae0816 
a0986 
Due to the poor health of family members or friends 0/1 ae0817 
a0987 
To retire at the same time as spouse or partner 0/1 ae0818 
a0988 
To spend more time with my family 0/1 ae0819 
a0989 
To enjoy life 0/1 ae08110 
a09810 
Other reason .............................. 0/1 ae08188 
a09888 
SHARE EP064 
 
81s. Why did you retire? ae08188s 
a09888s 
Long free text   
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Page 53: Your current employment situation  
 
82. Many people are also employed during retirement, often in form 
of a secondary employment. What about you? 
ae082 
a099 
I am currently working  1 
I intend to start working (Continue with question 84)  2 
I am not interested in working (Continue with question 85)  3 
Based on NEPS SC6 wave 8: 306 
 
Filter: currently in employment 
83. There are several reasons why people are working during their 
retirement. To what extent are the following reasons true for you? 
One reason is ... 
 
 Does not apply 
at all 
Does rather not 
apply 
Does rather 
apply 
Does apply 
completely 
 
... to continue to earn money. 
1 2 3 4 
ae0831 
a1001 
... to feel needed 
1 2 3 4 
ae0832 
a1002 
... to socialize with other people. 
1 2 3 4 
ae0833 
a1003 
... recognition and appreciation. 
1 2 3 4 
ae0834 
a1004 
... sharing knowledge and 
experience. 
1 2 3 4 
ae0835 
a1005 
… that I enjoy working. 
1 2 3 4 
ae0836 
a1006 
... to have a regular daily routine. 
1 2 3 4 
ae0837 
a1007 
... further development and further 
education. 
1 2 3 4 
ae0838 
a1008 
... to stay mentally fit. 
1 2 3 4 
ae0839 
a1009 
Based on TOP, Welle1, X304 
(Continue with question 106) 
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Filter: employment intended 
84. There are several reasons why people want to work during their 
retirement. To what extent are the following reasons true for you?  
 
One reason is ... 
 
 Does not 
apply at all 
Does rather not 
apply 
Does rather 
apply 
Does apply 
completely 
 
... to continue to earn money. 
1 2 3 4 
ae0841 
a1011 
... to feel needed. 
1 2 3 4 
ae0842 
a1012 
... to socialize with other people. 
1 2 3 4 
ae0843 
a1013 
... recognition and appreciation. 
1 2 3 4 
ae0844 
a1014 
... sharing knowledge and 
experience. 
1 2 3 4 
ae0845 
a1015 
… that I enjoy working. 
1 2 3 4 
ae0846 
a1016 
... to have a regular daily routine. 
1 2 3 4 
ae0847 
a1017 
... further development and 
further education. 
1 2 3 4 
ae0848 
a1018 
... to stay mentally fit. 
1 2 3 4 
ae0849 
a1019 
Based on TOP, Welle1, X304 
(Continue with question 106) 
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Filter: not currently interested in gainful employment 
85. To what extent are the following reasons true for you?  
During my retirement, I don't want to work anymore because... 
 
 Does 
not 
apply at 
all 
Does 
rather 
not apply 
Does 
rather 
apply 
Does apply 
completly 
 
... I don't enjoy working. 
1 2 3 4 
ae0851 
a1021 
... I have no opportunities in the labor market. 
1 2 3 4 
ae0852 
a1022 
... I have health problems. 
1 2 3 4 
ae0853 
a1023 
... I have to look after a sick or dependent person. 
1 2 3 4 
ae0854 
a1024 
... I want to spend more time with my family. 
1 2 3 4 
ae0855 
a1025 
... I want more time for myself. 
1 2 3 4 
ae0856 
a1026 
... it is not financially necessary. 
1 2 3 4 
ae0857 
a1027 
... I have worked enough. 
1 2 3 4 
ae0858 
a1028 
... I would not get a work permit, because I am 
here as pensioner with a corresponding residence 
permit. 
1 2 3 4 
ae0859 
a1029 
… It would be very disadvantageous from a tax or 
social law point of view, since the transfer of 
pensions is not so easily possible if you receive 
additional foreign pension or income. 
1 2 3 4 
ae08510 
a10210 
Based on TOP, Welle1, X309, X310 
(Continue with question 106) 
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Page 54: Your current employment situation  
 
[Block to students] 
86. Are you currently attending university or school? ae086 
a103 
I am attending university  1 
I am attending school (Continue with question 106)  2 
Based on NEPS Starting Cohort 5, Wave 8, F2 
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Page 55: Your current employment situation  
 
87. What degree does your current study lead to? ae087 
a104 
Bachelor  1 
Master  2 
State examination  3 
Doctorate/Ph.D.  4 
Other university degree  5 
Based on NEPS Starting Cohort 5, page 5. 
 
88. How many semesters (including the current semester) have you 
been enrolled in a university? 
 
This refers to the semesters in your current studies plus, if true, semesters 
completed in another study, as well as semesters on leave and practical 
semesters. 
 
If you are studying in a different study structure (e.g. with trimesters), try to 
convert this according to the semester logic (2 semesters per year). 
ae088 
a105 
 
.......... 
  
Based on NEPS Starting Cohort 5, page 7. 
 
89. And how many semesters (including the current semester) have 
you been enrolled in your current studies? 
 
If you are studying in a different study structure (e.g. with trimesters), try to 
convert this according to the semester logic (2 semesters per year). 
ae089 
a106 
 
.......... 
  
Based on NEPS Starting Cohort 5, page 7. 
 
 
90. Are your current studies in [country_v1] a stay abroad while 
studying at a German university or are you mainly studying at the 
current university? 
ae090 
a107 
Stay abroad while studying at a German 
university 
  1 
Studies are mainly carried out at the current 
university in "ae001.shown" (Continue with 
question 93) 
  2 
The study took mainly place abroad (Continue 
with question 93) 
  3 
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Page 56: Your current employment situation  
91. Is your current stay abroad in the country where you live in 
mandatory in your curriculum? 
ae091 
a108 
Yes  1 
No, it was not mandatory, but it was supported by the course structure (e.g. a 
mobility or practical semester) 
 2 
No, it was not mandatory and was not supported by the course structure  3 
Based on DAAD Student Survey 2017, B4 
 
92. Is your current stay abroad part of one of the following organized 
mobility programs? 
ae092 
a109 
TEMPUS  1 
ERASMUS (MUNDUS)  2 
LINGUA  3 
Other mobility program  4 
No  5 
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Page 57: Your current employment situation  
[Back to all students!] 
93. How do you finance your studies? 
 
(Multiple nominations possible) 
 
Parental support 
0/1 ae0931 
a1101 
BAföG/student grant 
0/1 ae0932 
a1102 
Educational credit/student loan 
0/1 ae0933 
a1103 
Scholarship (e.g. study foundation, party-affiliated foundation, church 
foundation, etc.) 
0/1 ae0934 
a1104 
Employment before/during studies 
0/1 ae0935 
a1105 
Other 
0/1 ae09388 
a11088 
Based on SOEP 2014 F 147 
 
94. If you compare your current personal situation with that before you left 
Germany, how do you generally assess the situation in the following 
areas? 
 
 Much better 
than in 
Germany 
Better About 
the same 
Worse Much worse 
than in 
Germany 
Not 
applicable 
 
The quality of classes in 
general 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ae0941 
a1111 
The teaching of practical 
vocational skills 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ae0942 
a1112 
The teaching of skills to 
work independently 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ae0943 
a1113 
The costs to 
study/Tuition 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ae0944 
a1114 
The reputation of 
universities 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ae0945 
a1115 
The Mentoring of 
students 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ae0946 
a1116 
Based on NEPS Starting Cohort 5, page 369. 
(Continue with question 106) 
 
  
201
  
 
Page 58: Your current employment situation  
[Block of people in apprenticeship, vocational training/continuing education, further training] 
95. In which professional field do you complete your training? 
 
Please indicate the exact job title, i.e. not "commercial employee", but: 
"forwarding clerk", not "worker", but: "machine metalworker". 
If you do not know the German name, please try to describe your profession. 
ae095 
a112 
     
. 
 
 
 
SOEP 2017 I 52 SOEP or previously IAB BAMF 2016 146 or SOEP Migrants First Survey 2015 91 
 
96. Which industry does your company belong to? 
Please select only one answer option. 
ae096 
a113 
Construction  1 
Mining, quarrying  2 
Energy and water supply  3 
Provision of financial and insurance services  4 
Provision of professional, scientific and technical 
services 
 5 
Provision of other service activities  6 
Provision of other economic service activities 
(administrative and support service activities) 
 7 
Education (and childcare)  8 
Accommodation and food service activities  9 
Human health and social work activities  10 
Real estate activities  11 
Wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor vehicles 
and consumer goods 
 12 
Information and communication  13 
Arts, entertainment and recreation  14 
Agriculture, forestry and fishing   15 
Public administration, defense, compulsory social 
security 
 16 
Manufacturing, manufacture of goods  17 
Transportation and storage  18 
Other  88 
 
53s. Which industry does your company belong to? ae096s 
a113s 
Short free text   
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Page 59: Your current employment situation  
 
97. How many hours per week are stipulated in your contract (excluding 
overtime)? 
 
 No fixed working time 1 ae097a 
a114a 
Hours per week: ................. 2 ae097 
a144 
SOEP 2017 I 79 
 
 
98. And how many hours do you generally work, including any overtime? ae098 
a115 
Hours per week: .................  
SOEP 2017 I 80 
  
203
  
 
Page 60: Your current employment situation  
 
99. What was your average monthly gross earnings last month? 
If you received extra income such as vacation pay or back pay, please do not include 
this. 
Gross earnings mean income before deduction of taxes and social security 
 
 No information given  1 ae099a 
a116a 
Gross earnings (in euros) ...................  2 ae099 
a116 
SOEP 2017 I 97 
 
100. What was your average monthly net earnings last month? 
 
If you received extra income such as vacation pay or back pay, please do not include this. 
 
Net earnings mean income after deduction of taxes, social security, and unemployment and health 
insurance. 
 No information given 1 ae100a 
a117a 
Net earnings (in euro) ................... 2 ae100 
a117 
SOEP 2017 I 97 
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Page 61: Your current employment situation  
 
101. What has changed in relation to your employer as a way of 
moving abroad? 
Your current employer is ... 
ae101 
a118 
... the same employer as in Germany  1 
... a subsidiary of the last employer in Germany  2 
... a completely different employer than in Germany  3 
It's not applicable for me.  -2 
 
 
102. Have you been sent by your employer? ae102 
a119 
Yes  1 
No  2 
 
 
 
103. Approximately how many people does the company employ as a 
whole? 
 
This does not refer to a local unit of the company, but to the entire company. 
ae103 
a120 
Less than 5 employees,  1 
From 5 up to, but less than 10 employees  2 
From 10 up to, but less than 20 employees  3 
From 20 up to less, but than 100 employees  4 
From 100 up to less than, but 200 
employees 
 5 
From 200 up to, but less than 2000 
employees 
 6 
2000 or more employees  7 
SOEP 2017 I 62 
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Page 62: Your current employment situation  
104. Is your current stay abroad part of one of the following 
organized mobility programs? 
ae104 
a121 
TEMPUS  1 
ERASMUS (MUNDUS)  2 
LINGUA  3 
Other mobility program  4 
No  5 
 
 
105. If you compare your current professional situation with the one 
before you left Germany, how do you generally assess the situation in 
the following areas? 
 
 Much better 
than in 
Germany 
Bes-
ser 
About 
the same 
Worse Much worse 
than in 
Germany 
Not 
applicable 
 
The quality of your 
training or further 
education in  
general 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ae1051 
a1221 
The costs of your training 
or further education 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ae1052 
a1222 
Your wage 1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ae1053 
a1223 
Your career 
opportunities 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ae1054 
a1224 
The safety of your 
workplace 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ae1055 
a1225 
(Continue with question 106) 
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Page 63: Your current financial situation  
 
Now we are interested in the financial situation of your budget as a whole. 
 
106. Which of the descriptions on this card comes closest to 
how you feel about your household’s income nowadays? 
ae106 
a123 
Living comfortably on present income  1 
Coping on present income  2 
Finding it difficult on present income   3 
Finding it very difficult on present income  4 
ESS 2016 HINCFEL F42 
 
107. If you compare your current financial situation with the one 
before you left Germany, how do you generally assess the situation in 
the following areas? 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       
 Much better than 
in Germany 
Better About the 
same 
Worse Much worse than 
in Germany 
Not 
applicable 
 
Your standard of 
living 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ae1071 
a1241 
Your personal 
income 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ae1072 
a1242 
Your household 
income 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ae1073 
a1243 
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Page 64: General questions about your personality  
 
Now we have a few general questions about you. 
 
108. Please indicate your gender: ae108 
a125 
Male  1 
Female  2 
 
109. Please indicate your year of birth: ae109 
a126 
 
Drop - Down (1940-2002). 
 
 
 
 
 
110. What is your current status of residence? ae110 
a127 
I entered as a tourist  1 
I have a temporary residence permit/ visa  2 
I have an open-ended residence permit/ visa  3 
I have the nationality of the country which I currently live in  4 
As a German citizen, I do not need a residence permit / visa  5 
I have a diplomatic status  6 
Other  88 
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Page 65: General questions about your personality  
 
111. Were you born in Germany? ae111 
a128 
Yes (Continue with question 113)  1 
No  2 
 
[Opens if 111=2] 
112. When did you first move to Germany? ae112 
a129 
 
Drop - Down [2018-1940] 
 
 
 
 
 
113. Do you have the German citizenship? ae113 
a130 
Yes  1 
No (Continue with question 115)  0 
 
[Opens if 113=1] 
114. How did you acquire the German citizenship? ae114 
a131 
By birth  1 
By the status as a (late) emigrant (in his own person or as a family member of 
late emigrants) 
 2 
Through naturalization  3 
Adoption by German parents / a German parent  4 
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Page 66: General questions about your personality  
 
115. What type of degree/certificate/diploma did you obtain? 
(for foreign degrees please indicate German equivalent)? 
Please specify only the highest school degree achieved! 
ae115 
a132 
I do not have a school degree (Continue with question 118)  1 
Secondary school degree   2 
Intermediate school degree  3 
Technical college entrance qualification (completion of a technical secondary 
school) 
 4 
Abitur (university entrance qualification)  5 
Other school degree, namely .............  88 
SOEP 2017 I F22 
 
115s What other type of degree/certificate/diploma did you obtain? ae115s 
a132s 
Short free text   
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Page 67: General questions about your personality  
 
[Opens if 115 is nonzero 1] 
116. Did you obtain this school degree/certificate/diploma in 
Germany? 
ae116 
a133 
Yes  1 
No, in the country where I currently live {ae001.shown} (Continue with 
question 118) 
 0 
No, in another country (Continue with question 118)  2 
Based on ALWA (asinaus) 
 
[Opens if 116=1] 
117. Did you attend school in any country other than Germany 
for at least one month during your time of school? 
ae117 
a134 
Yes  1 
No  0 
Based on ALWA (asat) 
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Page 68: General questions about your personality  
 
118. Did you finish vocational training or university/higher 
education? 
ae118 
a135 
Yes  1 
No (Continue with question 122)  0 
SOEP migrant sample F151 with focus on in Germany; SOEP 2017 F17 with focus on 31.12.2015. 
 
 
[Opens if 118=1] 
119. What kind of training or degree was this (please indicate 
the German equivalent for foreign degrees)? 
Please indicate only the highest level of education or study attained! 
ae119 
a136 
Doctrine  1 
Vocational school, commercial school, school of health care  2 
Technical School  3 
Civil servant training  4 
University of Applied Sciences, Vocational Academy  5 
University  6 
Other university degree  7 
Doctorate, Ph.D.  8 
Other degree  88 
 
 
120. Did you obtain this degree in Germany? ae120 
a137 
Yes  1 
No, in the country where I currently live 
(Continue with question 122) 
 0 
No, in another country (Continue with 
question 122) 
 2 
 
[Opens if 120 =1] 
121. Did you complete at least one month of your training or 
study abroad? 
ae121 
a138 
Yes  1 
No  0 
Based on ALWA (abat) 
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Page 69: Your language skills  
 
122. Is any language other than German spoken in the country 
where you currently live? 
This is the language that is predominantly spoken in the region in which you 
currently live. 
ae122 
a139 
Yes  1 
No  0 
 
 
[Opens if 122=1] 
123. How well do you assess your knowledge of the language of 
the country in which you currently live? 
This is the language that is predominantly spoken in the region where you now 
live. 
ae123 
a140 
Native language  1 
Very good  2 
Rather good  3 
Medium  4 
Rather bad  5 
Very bad  6 
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Page 70: Some questions about your partner  
[Block: Information about your partner (If question 41 = yes)] 
 
 
[Opens if 124=1] 
125. What kind of training or degree was this (please indicate 
the German equivalent for foreign degrees)? 
Please indicate only the highest level of education or study attained! 
ae125 
a142 
Doctrine  1 
Vocational school, commercial school, school of health care  2 
Technical School  3 
Civil servant training  4 
University of Applied Sciences, Vocational Academy  5 
University  6 
Other university degree  7 
Doctorate, Ph D  8 
Other degree  88 
I don't know  98 
 
  
124. Did you partner finish vocational training or 
university/higher education? 
ae124 
a141 
Yes  1 
No (Continue with question 126)  0 
I don't know  98 
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Page 71: Some questions about your partner 
 
126. Is your partner currently in employment? What describes his or 
her situation best (in the last seven days)? 
Please specify only the activity that best describes the situation of your partner. 
If they are pursuing more than one activity, please indicate the activity for 
which they spend the most time. 
ae126 
a143 
Working full-time  1 
In part-time employment  2 
Self-employed / freelance  3 
Low or irregular employed  4 
On maternity leave / parental leave  5 
Retired / Pension / Early retirement  6 
Housemaker  7 
In vocational training / continuing education  8 
unemployed  9 
Student (School or University)  10 
Other  88 
I don't know  -2 
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Page 72: Some questions about your parents  
[Back to everyone!] 
 
127. In which country were your parents born?  
 Germany In the country where I currently live 
(ae001.shown 
Other country [Please 
specify] 
I don't 
know 
 
Father 1 2 3 -2 ae1271 
a1441 
Mother 1 2 3 -2 ae1272 
a1442 
 
[Opens if 127.1= 3] 
1271s. Please tell us the country of birth of your father: ae1271s 
a1441s 
..........................................   
 
[Opens if 127.2= 3] 
1272s. Please tell us the country of birth of your mother: ae1272s 
a1442s 
..........................................   
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Page 73: Some questions about your attitudes, personality and well-being  
 
Here are some questions about your attitudes towards different topics, your personality 
and your well-being. These individual perspectives and experiences can be naturally quite 
different in humans. It is of particular interest to our project to learn more about this 
diversity. 
 
128. How would you describe your current health? ae128 
a145 
Very good  1 
Well  2 
Satisfactory  3 
Less good  4 
Bad  5 
SOEP 2017 I F 158 
 
129. The following statements apply to different attitudes towards life 
and the future. To what degree to you personally agree with the 
following statements? 
 
Please answer according to the following scale: 1 means disagree completely, and 7 
means agree completely. 
 
 Disagree 
completely 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Agree 
completely 
7 
 
How my life goes 
depends on me 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
ae1291 
a1471 
One has to work hard 
in order to succeed 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
ae1292 
a1472 
I frequently have the 
experience that other 
people have a 
controlling influence 
over my life 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
ae1293 
a1473 
What a person 
achieves in life is above 
all a question of fate or 
luck 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
ae1294 
a1474 
SOEP I 2015 5; Selection of four items based on the "Internal-Externale-Control-Conviction-4 (IE-4)" 
instrument; cf. Kovaleva, Beierlein, Kemper, & Rammstedt of GESIS 
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Page 74: Some questions about your attitudes, personality and well-being  
 
130. How often do you...  
 Very 
often 
Often Sometimes Rarely Never  
... miss the company of others? 
1 2 3 4 5 
ae1301 
a1481 
... feel left out? 
1 2 3 4 5 
ae1302 
a1482 
... feel socially isolated? 
1 2 3 4 5 
ae1303 
a1483 
SOEP 2017 I F7 
 
131. And now we want to know how strongly you feel connected to 
certain places or regions and their citizens. 
How strongly do you feel connected to... 
 
 Strongly 
identifying 
Rather 
identifying 
Rather not 
identifying 
Not 
identifying 
at all 
 
... your municipality (city) in the 
country in which you currently 
live.ae001.shown and its citizens. 
1 2 3 4 
ae1311 
a1491 
... the country in which you currently 
live, ae001.shown as a whole and its 
citizens. 
1 2 3 4 
ae1312 
a1492 
... your community of origin (city) in 
Germany and its citizens. 
1 2 3 4 
ae1313 
a1493 
... Germany as a whole and its citizens. 
1 2 3 4 
ae1314 
a1497 
... of the European Union and its 
citizens. 
1 2 3 4 
ae1315 
a1498 
Based on Allbus 2016 F121 
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Page 75: Some questions about your attitudes, personality and well-being 
 
132. Are you generally a person who is willing to take risks or 
do you try to avoid taking risks? 
 
Please answer on the following scale, where the value is 0 “not at all willing to 
take risks“ and the value 10 “very willing to take risks”. You can use the values in 
between to downgrade your assessment. 
ae131 
a150 
  
not at all willing to take risks
    
very willing to take risks  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
            
SOEP-I 2017 F5 
 
 
133. In conclusion, we would like to ask you about your satisfaction 
with your life in general. 
 
How satisfied are you with your life, all things considered? 
 
Please answer again on the following scale, where 0 means "completely 
dissatisfied" and 10 means "Completely satisfied". You can use the values in 
between to downgrade your assessment. 
ae132 
a151 
completely dissatisfied completely satisfied  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
            
SOEP I 2017 205 for question part 1. 
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Page 76: Feedback 
 
134. If you have any comments about the survey, please use the 
following box. You can tell us here what you noticed or went through 
your mind during the survey. This can be suggestions, hints, additional 
information, concerns or simply your opinion. We will try to use these 
hints and include them in the following waves of interviews. 
ae133 
a152 
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Page 77: Re-contact  
We want to get a better understanding of how the lives of people who go abroad or move 
to Germany from abroad develop. Therefore, we would like to ask you again about your 
life situation. Next time we would contact you in about half a year. 
 
1 Do you agree that we may contact you again as part of our project? 
 
Yes  
No  
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Page 78: Re-contact  
We want to get a better understanding of how the lives of people who go abroad or move 
to Germany from abroad develop. Therefore, we would like to ask you again about your 
life situation. Next time we would contact you in about half a year. 
 
 
2 Do you agree that we may contact you again as part of our project? 
 
Yes  
No  
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Page 79: Re-contact  
3 In order to reach you as easily and easily as possible, we would like to contact you via e-mail 
in the future. 
 
Please provide an e-mail address that will best reach you: 
 
Your e-mail address will be used by us only to contact you as part of our project. It will be kept 
strictly confidential and will not be passed on to third parties. It will not be merged with your 
information from the online questionnaire. 
 
Short free text  
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Page 80: Re-contact  
4 In order to reach you as easily and easily as possible, we would be happy to contact you by 
e-mail in the future. 
 
Please provide an e-mail address that will best reach you: 
 
Your e-mail address will be used by us only to contact you as part of our project. It will be kept 
strictly confidential and will not be passed on to third parties. It will not be merged with your 
information from the online questionnaire. 
 
Short free text  
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Page 81: Re-contact  
5 Even if contacting via e-mail is particularly straightforward and easy, this connection may 
not work. 
 
Would you be willing to provide additional contact information in such cases? 
 
Your contact information will be used by us only to contact you as part of our project. It will be 
kept strictly confidential and will not be passed on to third parties. It will not be merged with your 
information from the online questionnaire. 
 
Yes  
No, I don't want to provide any more contact information.  
 
6 Please enter the contact information here: . 
Your landline number  
Your mobile phone number  
an alternative mobile phone number (if available)  
Your alternate e-mail address (if available)  
 
7 We would be pleased if you would also provide us with your postal address, where we can 
contact you. In order for us to have complete information, we ask you to not only give us 
your address, but also your first and last name: 
 
 
Name  
Surname  
Address addition (if necessary)  
Street and house number  
Postal code  
City  
Country  
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Page 82: Re-contact  
8 You did not provide an e-mail address. Alternatively, we would like to contact you by phone 
if necessary. Please provide the relevant information here: 
Your landline number  
Your mobile phone number  
An alternative mobile phone number (if available)  
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Page 83: Re-contact  
9 You did not provide an e-mail address. Alternatively, we would like to contact you by phone 
if necessary. Please provide the relevant information here: 
Your landline number  
Your mobile phone number  
An alternative mobile phone number (if available)  
 
  
227
  
 
Page 84: Re-contact  
 
10 We would be pleased if you would also provide us with your postal address, where we can 
contact you. In order for us to have complete information, we ask you to not only give us 
your address, but also your first and last name: 
 
Name  
Surname  
Address addition (if necessary)  
Street and house number  
Postal code  
City  
Country  
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Page 85: Re-contact  
 
11 It is a pity that we are not allowed to contact you again. There may be many reasons for this. 
If you like, here is the opportunity to give us a brief hint as to why you have made your 
decision. Such information is particularly valuable to us in terms of future studies. Thank you 
very much. 
 
Long free text  
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Page 86: Raffle  
12 Thank you for taking the time to answer our questions. 
 
As a small "thank you" for your support, we will give away a total of 20 x 500 € among all 
participants in February 2019! Would you like to take part in the raffle? 
 
The winners will be notified after the draw scheduled for February 2019. You will then be able to 
decide whether your prize should be transferred to you as a winner (via PayPal*), whether you 
want an Amazon voucher, or whether you want to donate your prize to a non-profit organization. 
 
The transfers are planned as PayPal money transfers for data protection and cost reasons. If you 
would like to transfer money to a bank account, please let us know when you announce your 
profit. 
 
Legal redress is excluded. Participation is only possible once per person, participants in the study 
are excluded. The winners will be drawn by a notary. Further information can also be found on the 
homepage www.studie.international-mobil.de in February 2019. 
Yes, I would like to take part in the raffle  
No, I don't want to take part in the raffle  
 
  
230
  
 
Page 87: Raffle  
 
13 In order for us to inform you in the event of a profit, we need appropriate contact 
information from you. For this purpose, please provide us with a valid and up-to-date e-mail 
address, through which we can contact you, and if necessary, also provide us with your 
name and telephone number for any queries: 
 
 
 
The provision of your contact details will be treated strictly confidentially and will not be passed 
on to third parties. 
E-mail address  
First and last name  
Telephone number  
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Page 88: Raffle  
14 In order for us to inform you in the event of a profit, we need appropriate contact 
information from you. For this purpose, please provide us with a valid and up-to-date e-mail 
address, through which we can contact you, and if necessary, also provide us with your 
name and telephone number for any queries: 
 
 
 
The provision of your contact details will be treated strictly confidentially and will not be passed 
on to third parties. 
E-mail address  
First and last name  
Telephone number  
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Page 89: Thank You  
15 Thank you for taking the time to answer our questions. You can choose between the following 
options: 
 
Amazon Voucher  
Transfer via PayPal  
Donation for a charitable purpose (an organization can be chosen by you from a preselection)  
I would like to do without the 'thank you'  
 
  
233
  
 
Page 90: Amazon  
16 In which country or amazon platform would you like to redeem the voucher? 
 
 
Please note: Unfortunately, the Amazon voucher is not available in all countries. 
Please also note that the actual voucher value in countries outside the European currency area 
also depends on the respective exchange rates and additional fees, and therefore there may be 
discrepancies. 
Germany (amazon.de)  
Australia (amazon.au)  
Brazil (amazon.com.br)  
China (amazon.cn)  
France (amazon.fr)  
Canada (amazon.ca)  
India (amazon.in)  
Italy (amazon.it)  
Japan (amazon.co.jp)  
Mexico (amazon.com.mx)  
Netherlands (amazon.nl)  
Austria (amazon.at)  
Spain (amazon.es)  
United Kingdom (amazon.co.uk)  
United States (amazon.com)  
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Page 91: Amazon  
17 In order to send you the voucher, we need your contact information. 
 
 
For this purpose, please provide us with a valid and up-to-date e-mail address, through which we 
can contact you, and if necessary, also provide us with your name and telephone number for any 
queries: 
 
The provision of your contact details will be treated strictly confidentially and will not be passed 
on to third parties. 
The voucher will be sent to you within the next 14 days. Please understand that shipping may be 
delayed in the event of a large volume. 
E-mail address  
First and last name  
Telephone number  
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Page 92: Amazon  
18 In order to send you the voucher, we need your contact information. 
 
 
For this purpose, please provide us with a valid and up-to-date e-mail address, through which we 
can contact you, and if necessary, also provide us with your name and telephone number for any 
queries: 
 
The provision of your contact details will be treated strictly confidentially and will not be passed 
on to third parties. 
The voucher will be sent to you within the next 14 days. Please understand that shipping may be 
delayed in the event of a large volume. 
E-mail address  
First and last name  
Telephone number  
 
  
236
  
 
Page 93: PayPal  
19 In order to send you our "Thank you" in the amount of 10 Euro via PayPal, we need your 
contact information. For this purpose, please provide us with a valid and up-to-date e-mail 
address, through which the money transfer can be processed via PayPal. Please also give us 
your name and phone number for any queries: 
 
PayPal will contact you using the e-mail address provided. By providing your e-mail address, you 
agree that we will forward it to PayPal for the purpose of transferring funds. 
The information provided to your contact details will be kept strictly confidential and will not be 
associated with your answers in the survey. 
Please also note: In order to receive our "Thank you", it may be necessary to set up a PayPal 
account (if not already available). For more information on bank transfers via PayPal, please call 
www.paypal.com. 
The transfer to your PayPal account will be made within the next 14 days. Please understand that 
the transfer may be delayed in the event of a large amount of money. 
E-mail address  
First and last name  
Telephone number  
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Page 94: PayPal 
20 In order to send you our "Thank you" in the amount of 10 Euro via PayPal, we need your 
contact information. For this purpose, please provide us with a valid and up-to-date e-mail 
address, through which the money transfer can be processed via PayPal. Please also give us 
your name and phone number for any queries: 
PayPal will contact you using the e-mail address provided. By providing your e-mail address, you 
agree that we will forward it to PayPal for the purpose of transferring funds. 
The information provided to your contact details will be kept strictly confidential and will not be 
associated with your answers in the survey. 
Please also note: In order to receive our "Thank you", it may be necessary to set up a PayPal 
account (if not already available). For more information on bank transfers via PayPal, please call 
www.paypal.com. 
The transfer to your PayPal account will be made within the next 14 days. Please understand that 
the transfer may be delayed in the event of a large amount of money. 
E-mail address 
First and last name 
Telephone number 
238
Page 95: Donation 
21 Please select one of the following organizations/initiatives to which we should submit your 
donation of 10 euros: 
From February 2019, you can find out about the total amount of donations we have transferred to 
the respective organizations on our homepage (www.studie.international-mobil.de) 
UNICEF (www.unicef.de) 
Doctors Without Borders (www.aerzte-ohne-grenzen.de) 
German Nature Conservation Association (www.nabu.de) 
German Cancer Aid (www.krebshilfe.de) 
Stiftung Deutsche Sporthilfe (www.sporthilfe.de) 
Viva con Agua (www.vivaconagua.org) 
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Page 96: Donation 
22 Please select one of the following organizations/initiatives to which we should submit your 
donation of 10 euros: 
From February 2019, you can find out about the total amount of donations we have transferred to 
the respective organizations on our homepage (www.studie.international-mobil.de) 
UNICEF (www.unicef.de) 
Doctors Without Borders (www.aerzte-ohne-grenzen.de) 
German Nature Conservation Association (www.nabu.de) 
German Cancer Aid (www.krebshilfe.de) 
Stiftung Deutsche Sporthilfe (www.sporthilfe.de) 
Viva con Agua (www.vivaconagua.org) 
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*Reader information: The SUF variable can be found to the right of
the corresponding question or item in the second row
Page 2: Your move to Germany 
[Screening questions for Paneltransition] 
According to the registration office (“Einwohnermeldeamt”), you moved your residence 
from abroad to Germany some time ago. Just to be sure: 
0. Are you currently living in Germany? ar000 
a000 
Yes (Continue with question 1.1) 1 
No (Continue with question "change side") 2 
241
15.6 Remigrant questionnaire and codebook
Page 3: Your move to Germany 
[Switch Side] 
You have indicated that you do not (any longer) live in Germany. 
We therefore assume that you have recently lived in Germany but are now living abroad again. 
If this is the case, please click here. [ Forwarding to Emigrant Questionnaire] 
If you are currently living in Germany, please click on the button in the bottom right corner. 
Thank you very much! 
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Page 4: Your move to Germany  
 
We are interested in which country you lived before. 
 
1.1  In which country did you last live in? ar0011 
a0011 
Drop-down list (with the option of other open specification as the last answer option) 
 
 
If selected "other country" 
1.1s [Open] In which country did you last live in? ar0011s 
a0011s 
  
 
No selection: Soft-Reminder pop-up window 
The question of the country in which you lived before moving to Germany is of particular interest for 
us. We would therefore be very pleased if you could give us this information.  
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Page 5: Your move to Germany   
 
 
1.2 In which country did you last live in? 
This only refers to your last stay abroad. 
ar0012 
a0012 
Drop-down list (with the option of other open specification as the last answer option) 
 
If selected "other country" 
1.2s [Open] In which country did you last live in? ar0012s 
a0012s 
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Page 6: Your move to Germany  
 
2 When did you move to Germany? 
 
Please specify the month and year. 
 
Drop-down menu Month 
ar0021 
a0021 
 
Drop-down menu Year (2018-1940) 
ar0022 
a0022 
 
 
 
3 How long did you live abroad? 
This only refers to your last  stay abroad. 
ar003 
a003 
Less than a year  1 
1 to under 2 years  2 
2 to under 5 years  3 
5 and longer  4 
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Page 7: Your motives and reasons for your last move to Germany  
 
4 There are many possible reasons to move back to Germany. The following 
are different motives for moving to Germany. Please tell us how important 
these reasons were for your decision to move to Germany. 
 
Please answer on the following scale, where a value of 1 means "Not at all important" 
and the value 6 "Very important". You can use the values in between to downgrade 
your assessment. For reasons that do not apply to you, please select “Not applicable”. 
 
 
  Not at all 
important 
    Very 
important 
 Not 
applicable  
 
  1 2 3 4 5 6  -2  
Own professional reasons  
1 2 3 4 5 6 
 -2 
ar0041 
a0051 
Professional reasons of my 
partner 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
 -2 
ar0042 
a0052 
Other reasons regarding the 
partnership 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
 -2 
ar0043 
a0053 
Family reasons  
1 2 3 4 5 6 
 -2 
ar0044 
a0054 
Financial reasons  
1 2 3 4 5 6 
 -2 
ar0045 
a0055 
Dissatisfaction with life in the 
country in which I lived  
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
 
3 
 
 
4 
 
 
5 
 
 
6 
 -2 
ar0046 
a0056 
Educational or training-
related 
reasons / studies 
 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
6 
 -2 
ar0047 
a0057 
For reasons of my personal 
lifestyle (e.g. better climate, 
different way of life, gaining 
new experiences) 
 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
 
3 
 
 
4 
 
 
5 
 
 
6  -2 
ar0048 
a0058 
Recent political developments 
in the country where I lived 
"cr001.shown" 
 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
 
3 
 
 
4 
 
 
5 
 
 
6  -2 
ar0049 
a0059 
Social security/support (e.g. 
health/care, welfare, 
childcare) 
 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
 
3 
 
 
4 
 
 
5 
 
 
6  -2 
ar00410 
a00510 
[If the 'cr 001.shown' = United 
Kingdom] 
The UK's exit from the EU 
(Brexit) 
 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
 
3 
 
 
4 
 
 
5 
 
 
6  -2 
ar00411 
a00511 
Based on SOEP IAB BAMF 2016 25 or SOEP Migrants First Survey 2015 F25  
  
5  Was your stay abroad in the country you lived in planned for a limited 
time only? 
 
ar005 
a006 
Yes 1 
No 2 
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Page 8: Your move to Germany  
 
Some time ago, you moved back to Germany from abroad. First, we are interested in how 
you have experienced the time since your arrival in Germany. 
 
6 Now please think about the first weeks and months in Germany: How 
easy or difficult did u set foot? 
 
Please answer using the following scale, where a value of 1 means "Very difficult" 
and the value 7 means "Very easy". You can use the values in between to 
downgrade your assessment. 
ar006 
a007 
Very 
difficult 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
Very 
easy 
6 
 
       
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Page 9: Your personal situation before your moved to Germany  
 
And now we have some questions about your personal situation before you moved to 
Germany. If you look back, what was your situation like three months before you moved back 
to Germany?  
 
 First, we are interested in your family and partnership. 
 
7 Were you in serious partnership before moving to Germany? 
 
Please refer to your situation three months before you moved back to Germany. 
ar007 
a008 
Yes (Continue with question 9)  1 
No  0 
SOEP Migrants First Survey 2015 F85 
 
8 If you were Single, what was your marital status back then? 
 
Please refer to your situation three months before you moved back to Germany. 
 
This is only about the official marital status, regardless of the relationship status. 
ar008 
a009 
Married, separated  3 
Registered partnership, separated  4 
Single  5 
Divorced  6 
Widowed / life partner from registered 
partnership deceased 
 8 
(Continue with question 12) 
SOEP I 2017 F187 
 
9 What was your marital status back then? 
 
Please refer to your situation three months before you moved back to 
Germany. 
 
This is only about the official marital status, regardless of the relationship 
status. 
ar009 
a010 
Married  1 
Registered partnership  2 
Married, separated  3 
Registered partnership, separated  4 
Single  5 
Divorced  6 
Registered partnership annulled  7 
Widowed / life partner from registered 
partnership deceased 
 
8 
Based on SOEP I 2017 F187 
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10 Did your partnership extend beyond your move to Germany?   ar010 
a011 
Yes  1 
No (Continue with question 12)  0 
SOEP Migranten First Survey 2015 F86 
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Page 10: Your decision to move to Germany  
 
A partnership, whether it is a marriage or a relationship, can sometimes have more, 
sometimes less influence on our decisions. Therefore, we ask you to remember the time 
before you left the country in which you lived, specifically the time of the decision-making 
process. 
 
11 When you think of your decision to move back to Germany, who was 
the driving force? You or your partner? 
ar011 
a012 
My Partner  1 
Myself  2 
Both equally  3 
I don't know  -2 
SOEP Migrants First survey 2015 87 
 
12 What was it like after you moved to Germany: Which of you both 
moved first or did you move together? 
ar012 
a013 
My partner was already living in Germany when 
we met 
 1 
My partner moved before me to Germany   2 
My partner moved after me to Germany   3 
We moved to Germany at the same time  4 
My partner still lives in the country where I lived  5 
My partner lives in another country  6 
SOEP Migrants First Survey 2015 91 
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Page 11: Your living situation before moving to Germany  
 
Your living situation at that time - three months before you moved back to Germany – is also 
interesting for us. 
 
13 How many people lived in your household permanently at the time, 
including yourself? 
 
Please refer to your situation three months before you have moved back to 
Germany.  
If you lived in a shared flat, please select "1". 
Please also think of all children living in the household. 
ar013 
a014 
Drop Down Menu (1-20)  
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Page 12: Your living situation before moving to Germany   
 
14 Now we would like to know more: Who lived in your household permanently, except 
you? 
 
How do you relate to these people (e.g. Your father, your daughter, your partner, your mother)? 
 
Please refer to your situation three months before you moved back to Germany.  
 Relationship Birth 
First person List Drop 
Second person List 1900-2018 
......... 1 2 
......... 1 2 
......... 1 2 
......... 1 2 
Twentieth person List List 
 ar0141_1 to ar01420_1 
a0151_1 to a01520_1 
ar0141_2 to ar01420_2 
a0151_2 to a01520_2 
Based on ESS 2016 F0_HH_1-F0_HH_12 
Items from the Drop-Down list: 
Partner 
Daughter 
Son 
Father 
Mother 
Father 
Mother 
Grandson 
Other relatives 
Other unrelated person 
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Page 13: Your living situation before moving to Germany  
 
15 How many citizens lived in your town in the country where you lived 
in? 
 
Please refer to your situation three months before you have moved back to 
Germany. 
ar015 
a016 
More than 1,000,000 inhabitants  1 
100,000 to 1,000,000 inhabitants  2 
10,000 to 100,000 inhabitants  3 
Less than 10,000 inhabitants  4 
Based on ALLBUS 2016 F119 and ESS2016 DOMICIL F14 
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Page 14: Your language skills  
And now we are interested in the language you spoke during your time abroad. 
 
16 Was a language other than German spoken in the country where you 
last lived abroad?  
This is the language that is predominantly spoken in the region where you lived at 
that time. 
ar016 
a017 
Yes  1 
No (Continue with question 18)  2 
 
 
 
17 How well do you rate your knowledge of the language in the country 
you last lived in? 
This is the language that is predominantly spoken in the region where you lived in 
at that time. 
ar017 
a018 
Native language  1 
Very good  2 
Rather good  3 
Mediocre  4 
Rather bad  5 
Very bad  6 
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Page 15: Your employment situation before moving to Germany  
 
Now we are interested in your professional situation three months before you moved back 
to Germany. 
 
18  What was your main activity? What describes your situation the best 
at the time? I was... 
 
If you have done several activities, please indicate the activity for which you have 
spent the most time. 
ar018 
a019 
Blue- or white-collar worker (Continue with question 
26) 
 1 
Civil servants (including judges and professional 
soldiers) (Continue with question 26) 
 2 
Self-employed or freelancer (Continue with question 
20) 
 3 
In first-time in-service training/apprenticeship 
(Continue with question 41) 
 4 
In further training, retraining or further occupational 
training (Continue with  question 41) 
 5 
Registered unemployed (Continue with question 41)  6 
In retirement/early retirement (Continue with 
question 19) 
 7 
On maternity leave/parental leave (Continue with 
question 41) 
 8 
Attending school/university/vocational school 
(Continue with question 35) 
 9 
Voluntary military service, Federal volunteer service 
or similar (Continue with question 41) 
 10 
Work and Travel, Au Pair  or similar (Continue with 
question 41) 
 11 
Housemaker (Continue with question 41)  12 
Other [Please specify]   88 
Based on SOEP 2017 I 122 
 
18s. What other activity have you done? 
 
ar018s 
a019s 
(Open indication)   
(Continue with question 41) 
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Page 16: Your employment situation before moving to Germany 
 
[Block: Retirement before moving] 
19 What was your main activity like just before retirement? ar019 
a020 
Blue- or white-collar worker (Continue with question 
26) 
 1 
Civil servant (including judges and professional 
soldiers) (Continue with  question 26) 
 2 
Self-employed or freelancer (Continue with question 
20) 
 3 
Jobseeker/registered unemployed (Continue with 
question 41) 
 4 
Early retirement/pension (persons with a pension 
due to disability) (Continue with question 41) 
 5 
In the exemption phase of part-time retirement 
(Continue with question 41) 
 6 
Housemaker (Continue with question 41)  7 
In further education/retraining (Continue with 
question 41) 
 8 
Transitions and Old Age Potentials (TOP), Wave 1 | X100 
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Page 17: Your employment situation before moving to Germany  
 
[Block: Self-employed or freelancer before moving] 
20 What was your position/occupation at that time? 
 
Please state the exact job title, i.e. not "entrepreneur", but: "head of a 
metalworking company", not "freelancer", but: "lawyer". Please refer to your 
situation three months before you have gone abroad. 
ar020 
a021 
 
............................................................................................................. 
 
 
 
 
21 Which industry did your company belong to? 
Please select only one answer option.   
ar021 
a022 
Construction  1 
Mining, quarrying  2 
Energy and water supply  3 
Provision of financial and insurance services  4 
Provision of professional, scientific and technical 
services 
 5 
Provision of other service activities  6 
Provision of other economic service activities 
(administrative and support service activities) 
 7 
Education (and childcare)  8 
Accommodation and food service activities  9 
Human health and social work activities  10 
Real estate activities  11 
Wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor vehicles 
and consumer goods 
 12 
Information and communication  13 
Arts, entertainment and recreation  14 
Agriculture, forestry and fishing   15 
Public administration, defense, compulsory social 
security 
 16 
Manufacturing, manufacture of goods  17 
Transportation and storage  18 
Other  88 
 
21s. Which industry did your company belong to? ar021s 
a022 
Short free text   
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Page 18: Your employment situation before moving to Germany  
 
22 How many employees did you have at that time? ar022 
a023 
None  1 
1-9  2 
10 or more  3 
SOEP-2017-I | 57 
 
23 What was your average monthly gross profit back then?  
 No information given 1 ar023a 
a024a 
Gross profit (in euros) was ……………………. 2 ar023 
a024 
 
24 What was your average monthly net profit back then?  
 No information given   1 ar024a 
a025a 
Net profit (in euros) was ………………………. (Continue with question 26) 2 ar024 
a025 
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Page 19: Your employment situation before moving to Germany  
 
25 Would you tell us, if any, which category your average monthly net 
profit was in? 
ar025 
a026 
Less than 500 euros  1 
500 to less than 1000 euros  2 
1000 to less than 1500 euros  3 
1500 to less than 2000 euros  4 
2000 to less than 2500 euros  5 
2500 to less than 3000 euros  6 
3000 to less than 4000 euros  7 
4000 to less than 5000 euros  8 
5000 to less than 7500 euros  9 
7500 Euro and more  10 
(Continue with question 41) 
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Page 20: Your employment situation before moving to Germany  
[Block: Blue- and white-collar and civil servants before moving] 
26 What was your position/occupation at the time? 
 
[If civil servants] 
Please indicate the exact job title, i.e. not 'civil servants in the higher service', but 
'financial officials in the higher service'. 
 
[If blue/white collar worker] 
Please indicate the exact job title, i.e. not "clerk", but: "shipping clerk", not "blue-
collar worker", but: "machine metalworker”. 
 
[To both] 
Please refer to your situation three months before you have gone abroad. 
 
ar026 
a027 
     
                                                                                                                                        
. 
 
 
 
SOEP IAB BAMF 2016 146 or SOEP Migrants First survey 2015 91 or current activity SOEP 2017 I 52 
 
 
27 Which industry did your company belong to? 
Please select only one answer option.   
ar027 
a028 
Construction  1 
Mining, quarrying  2 
Energy and water supply  3 
Provision of financial and insurance services  4 
Provision of professional, scientific and technical 
services 
 5 
Provision of other service activities  6 
Provision of other economic services activities 
(administrative and support service activities) 
 7 
Education (and childcare)  8 
Accommodation and food service activities  9 
Human health and social work activities  10 
Real estate activities  11 
Wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor vehicles 
and consumer goods 
 12 
Information and communication  13 
Arts, entertainment and recreation  14 
Agriculture, forestry and fishing   15 
Public administration, defense, compulsory social 
security 
 16 
Manufacturing, manufacture of goods  17 
Transportation and storage  18 
Other  88 
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27s. Which industry did your company belong to? ar027s 
a028s 
Short free text   
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Page 21: Your employment situation before moving to Germany  
 
 
28 How many hours per week were stipulated in your contract (excluding 
overtime)? 
 
 No fixed working time 1 ar028a 
a029a 
Hours per week................. 2 ar028 
a029 
SOEP 2017 I 79 
 
 
29 And how many hours did u generally work, including any overtime? ar029 
a030 
Hours per week.................  
SOEP 2017 I 80 
 
30 In your position at work at the time, did you supervise others? In other 
words, did people work under your direction? 
ar030 
a031 
Yes  1 
No (Continue with question 32)  2 
SOEP 2017 I 63 
 
 
31 How many people worked under your direction? ar031 
a032 
                             
 
  
SOEP 2017 I 64 
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Page 22: Your employment situation before moving to Germany  
32 What were your average monthly gross earnings back then? 
If you received extra income such as vacation pay or back pay, please do not include this. 
Gross earnings mean income before deduction of taxes and social security. 
 
 No information given 1 ar032a 
a033a 
Gross earnings (in euros) ................... 2 ar032 
a033 
SOEP 2017 I 97 
 
33 What was your average monthly net earnings in the year before you 
moved? 
If you received extra income such as vacation pay or back pay, please do not include this. 
Net earnings mean income after deduction of taxes, social security, and unemployment 
and health insurance. 
 
 No information given 1 ar033a 
a034a 
Net earnings (in euro) ................... (Continue with question 41) 2 ar033 
a034 
SOEP 2017 I 97 
 
  
263
  
 
 
Page 23: Your employment situation before moving to Germany  
34 Would you tell us, if any, what category your average monthly net earnings 
were in? 
ar034 
a035 
Less than 500 euros  1 
500 to less than 1000 euros  2 
1000 to less than 1500 euros  3 
1500 to less than 2000 euros  4 
2000 to less than 2500 euros  5 
2500 to less than 3000 euros  6 
3000 to less than 4000 euros  7 
4000 to less than 5000 euros  8 
5000 to less than 7500 euros  9 
7500 Euro and more  10 
(Continue with question 41) 
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Page 24: Your employment situation before moving to Germany  
 
[Block:  Students before moving] 
35 Did you attend university or school? ar035 
a036 
I attended university  1 
I attended school (Continue with question 41)  2 
Based on NEPS Starting Cohort 5, Wave 8, F2 
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Page 25: Your employment situation before moving to Germany 
 
36 What degree did the study lead to? ar036 
a037 
Bachelor  1 
Master  2 
State examination  3 
Doctorate/Ph.D.  4 
Other university degree  88 
Based on NEPS Starting Cohort 5, page 5. 
 
37 Was your studies at that time in the country in which you lived in a 
stay abroad during your study at a German university or did you study 
mainly  at the university abroad? 
ar037 
a038 
Stay abroad while studying at a German university   1 
Studies were mainly carried out at the university in the country in which I 
lived (Continue with question 40) 
  2 
The study took mainly place abroad (Continue with question  40)   3 
 
[Opens if 37=1] 
38 Was your stay in the country where you lived in mandatory in your 
curriculum? 
ar038 
a039 
Yes  1 
No, it was not mandatory, but was supported by the course structure (e.g. a 
mobility or practical semester) 
 2 
No, it was not mandatory and was not supported by the course structure  3 
Based on DAAD Student Survey 2017, B4 
 
39 Was your stay abroad in the country where you lived in part of one of 
the following organized mobility programs? 
ar039 
a040 
Tempus  1 
ERASMUS (MUNDUS)  2 
LINGUA  3 
Other mobility program  4 
No  5 
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Page 26: Your employment situation before moving to Germany  
[Back to all students!] 
40 How did you finance your studies in the country you lived in? 
 
(Multiple nominations possible) 
 
Parental support 0/1 ar0401 
a0411 
Foreign BAföG/student grant 0/1 ar0402 
a0412 
Educational credit/student loan 0/1 ar0403 
a0413 
Scholarship (e.g. study foundation, party-affiliated 
foundation, church foundation, etc.) 
0/1 ar0404 
a0414 
Employment before/during studies 0/1 ar0405 
a0415 
Other 0/1 ar0408 
a04188 
Based on SOEP 2014 F 147 
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Page 27: Your previous and future planned stays abroad  
 
Now to another topic: We are interested in your planned stays abroad, both so far and in the 
future. 
 
41 How much time do you plan to spend in the country where you lived 
within the next 12 months? 
ar041 
a042 
I'm not going to be there at all  1 
Less than 1 month  2 
1 to 3 months  3 
4 to 6 months  4 
More than 6 months  5 
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Page 28: Your previous long-term stays abroad  
 
42 Many people settle in several countries over the course of their lives. 
What about you? Before you moved to the country where you lived, 
did you always live in Germany or did you live elsewhere at times? 
 
This refers to a continuous stay in another country of more than 3 months. 
Shorter stays, e.g. vacations or visits to relatives, are not meant here. 
ar042 
a046 
I have always lived in Germany before  (Continue with question 44)  1 
I lived elsewhere once before  2 
I lived elsewhere twice before  3 
I lived elsewhere three times or more before   4 
Based on SOEP  2015 Migration Sample F 6 (first respondent), SOEP IAB BAMF 2016 F 5 
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Page 29: Your previous long-term stays abroad  
 
43 For how long have you lived abroad?   
If you have lived abroad several times, please refer to the entire duration 
(including your current stay abroad). 
ar043 
a047 
Less than a year  1 
1 to under 2 years  2 
2 to under5 years  3 
5 years and longer  4 
Based on Allbus 2016 F055L (also based on    SOEP  2015 Migration Sample F 6 (first respondent), 
SOEP IAB BAMF 2016 5) 
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Page 30: Your future plans to go abroad  
 
44 Have you seriously been thinking of going abroad again for a long time or 
for ever? 
ar044 
a049 
Yes  1 
No (Continue with question 49)  2 
Based on SOEP 2014 F 145 
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Page 31: Your future plans to go abroad  
 
45 How long would you like to stay abroad? ar045 
a050 
A few months 
 
1 
A few years 
 
2 
Forever 
 
3 
I don't know yet 
 
-2 
Based on SOEP 2014 F 146 
 
46 Which country do you intend to move to? ar046 
a051 
Back to the country where I lived  1 
To another country  2 
I don't know yet  -2 
Based on SOEP 2014 F 147 
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Page 32: Your future plans to go abroad  
 
47  Do you intend to move abroad or emigrate within the next 12 
months? 
ar047 
a052 
Yes 
 
1 
No (Continue with question 49) 
 
2 
Based on SOEP 2014 F 148 
 
[Opens if 47=1] 
48 And why do you want to leave Germany (again)?   
Please tick everything that is true. (Multiple nominations possible) 
 
Own professional reasons 0/1 ar0481 
a0531 
Professional reasons of my partner 0/1 ar0482 
a0532 
Other reasons regarding the partnership 0/1 ar0483 
a0533 
Family reasons (e.g. parental care, childcare assistance) 0/1 ar0484 
a0534 
Financial reasons 0/1 ar0485 
a0535 
Dissatisfaction with life in Germany 
0/1 ar0486 
a0536 
Educational or training-related reasons / studies 
0/1 ar0487 
a0537 
For reasons of my personal lifestyle (e.g. better climate, other way of life) 
0/1 ar0488 
a0538 
Other reasons: 0/1 ar04888 
a05388 
 
 
 48s. For what other reasons do you want to leave Germany (again)? 
Long free text  ar0489s 
a05388s 
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Page 33: Your current life situation  
Now we are interested in your current living conditions in Germany. We start with your 
family situation. 
 
 
49 Do you currently have a serious partnership? ar049 
a057 
Yes (Continue with question 51)  1 
No  2 
SOEP I 2017 F188 
 
50 If you are not in a serious partnership, what is your current marital 
status? 
 
This is only about the official marital status, regardless of the relationship status. 
ar050 
a058 
 
Married, separated  3 
Registered partnership, separated  4 
Single  5 
Divorced  6 
Widowed / life partner from registered partnership deceased  8 
(Continue with question 52) 
 
51 What is your current marital status? 
 
This is only about the official marital status, regardless of the relationship status. 
ar051 
a059 
Married  1 
Registered partnership  2 
Married, separated  3 
Registered partnership, in separation  4 
Single  5 
Divorced  6 
Registered partnership annulled  7 
Widowed / life partner from registered 
partnership deceased 
 8 
SOEP I 2017 F187 
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Page 34: Your current housing situation  
 
52 How many people live in your household permanently, including 
yourself? 
 
If you live in a shared flat, please enter "1". 
Please also think of all children living in the household. 
ar052 
a060 
 
Drop Down Menu (1-20) 
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Page 35: Your current housing situation  
 
53 Now we would like to know more: who lives in your household permanently except 
you? 
 
How do you relate to these people (e.g. Your father, your daughter, your partner, your mother)? 
 Relationship Birth 
First person List Drop 
Second person List 1900-2018 
......... 1 2 
......... 1 2 
......... 1 2 
......... 1 2 
Twentieth person List List 
 ar0531_1 to ar05320_1 
a0611_1 to a06120_1 
ar0531_2 to ar05320_2 
a0611_2 to a06120_2 
Based on ESS 2016 F0_HH_1-F0_HH_12 
Items from the Drop-Down list: 
Partner 
Daughter 
Son 
Father 
Mother 
Father 
Mother 
Grandson 
Other relatives 
Other unrelated person 
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Page 36: Your current housing situation  
 
54 How many inhabitants does the place where you currently live have? ar054 
a062 
More than 1,000,000 inhabitants  1 
100,000 to 1,000,000 inhabitants  2 
10,000 to 100,000 inhabitants  3 
Less than 10,000 inhabitants  4 
 
 
55 Where do you live at the moment? ar055 
a063 
In same house / same apartment as before my departure from Germany  1 
In the same place or city, but in another apartment  2 
In another place / city, but in the same state  3 
In a different state than before I left  4 
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Page 37: Your contacts with friends and relatives  
Now we are interested in your group of friends 
 
56 How many close friends would you say that you have? ar056 
a064 
     
                        Close friends 
 
 
Based on SOEP 2017 I F6 
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Page 38: Your contacts with friends and relatives  
 
[Opens if 56>0] 
57 How many of these close friends live ...  
     
                        .in Germany 
 
                        .in the country where you lived 
 
                        .in another country 
 
 
 
 
1 ar0571 
a0654 
2 ar0572 
a0655 
 
3 ar0573 
a0656 
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Page 39: Your contacts with friends and relatives  
 
We are also interested in how regularly you are in contact with your relatives and close 
friends in Germany 
 
58 How often do you have contact with the following people? 
 
All possible types of contact count here, such as phone calls, messages via messenger or internet, 
letters/packages or personal visits. 
If you have contact with, for example, several siblings, children or friends, please think only of 
the person with which you are most often in contact. 
Please select the category "Not applicable" if you don't have any people in a category. 
 
 Daily At 
least 
ein 
times 
a week 
At least once 
per month 
Rare Not 
appli
cable 
 
(Marriage) Partner 1 2 3 4 -2 ar0581 
a0661 
Parents/in-laws 1 2 3 4 -2 ar0582 
a0662 
Siblings 1 2 3 4 -2 ar0583 
a0663 
Children 1 2 3 4 -2 ar0584 
a0664 
Grandchildren 1 2 3 4 -2 ar0585 
a0665 
Grandparents 1 2 3 4 -2 ar0586 
a0666 
Other relatives (e.g. aunts, 
uncles, cousins) 
1 2 3 4 -2 ar0587 
a0667 
Close friends 1 2 3 4 -2 ar0588 
a06688 
Oriented to Allbus 2016 F 55 
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Page 40: Your personal situation compared to the situation before you 
moved back to Germany  
 
59 If you compare your current personal situation with the one before you left 
the country where you lived, how do you generally assess the situation in 
the following areas of life? 
 
  Much better 
than in the 
Country 
"cr001.shown" 
Better About the 
same 
Worse Much worse 
than in the 
Country 
"cr001.shown" 
 
Your family life 
 1 2 3 4 5 
ar0591 
a0671 
Your group of friends and 
acquaintances 
 1 2 3 4 5 
ar0592 
a0672 
Your health 
 1 2 3 4 5 
ar0593 
a0673 
Your residential area 
 1 2 3 4 5 
ar0594 
a0674 
Your contacts with the 
neighborhood 
 1 2 3 4 5 
ar0595 
a0675 
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Page 41: Your current employment situation  
Here are some questions about your current employment in the country where you live. 
 
60 What is your current occupational status? What describes your current 
situation the best? I was… 
If you are in several activities, please indicate the activity for which you spent the 
most time. 
ar060 
a068 
Blue- or white-collar worker (Continue with question 61) 1 
Civil servants (incl. judges and professional soldiers) (Continue with question 61) 2 
Self-employed or freelancer (Continue with question 76) 3 
Marginal part-time employed (“Mini-Job” up to 450 €) (Continue with question 61) 4 
In first-time in-service/apprenticeship (Continue with question 104) 5 
In further training, retraining or further occupational training (Continue with 
question 104) 
6 
Registered unemployed (Continue with question 84) 7 
In retirement/early retirement (Continue with question 89) 8 
On maternity leave/parental leave (Continue with question 84) 9 
Attending school/university/vocational school (Continue with question 95) 10 
Voluntary military service, federal volunteer Service or similar (Continue with 
question 113) 
11 
Work and Travel, Au Pair or similar (Continue with question 113) 12 
Housemaker (Continue with question 84) 13 
Other [Please specify]  88 
Based on SOEP 2017 I 122 
 
 
60s. What other activity are you currently doing? ar060s 
a068s 
Short free text   
(Continue with question 113) 
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Page 42: Your current employment situation  
[Block: Blue- and white-collar workers and civil servants] 
61 Welche berufliche Tätigkeit üben Sie derzeit aus? 
 
[If civil servants] 
Please indicate the exact job title, i.e. not 'civil servants in the higher service', but 
'financial officials in the higher service'. 
 
[If blue/white collar worker] 
Please indicate the exact job title, i.e. not "clerk", but: "shipping clerk", not 
"blue-collar worker", but: "machine metalworker”.  
 
[To both] 
If you do not know the German name, please try to describe your profession. 
ar061 
a069 
     
                                                                                                                                       
          
 
 
 
SOEP 2017 I 52 SOEP or previously IAB BAMF 2016 146 or SOEP Migrants First Survey 2015 91 
 
 
62 Which industry does your company belong to? 
Please select only one answer option.   
ar062 
a070 
Construction 1 
Mining, quarrying 2 
Energy and water supply 3 
Provision of financial and insurance services 4 
Provision of professional, scientific and technical services 5 
Provision of other service activities 6 
Provision of other economic services activities (administrative and support service 
activities) 
7 
Education (and childcare) 8 
Accommodation and food service activities 9 
Human health and social work activities 10 
Real estate activities 11 
Wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor vehicles and consumer goods 12 
Information and communication 13 
Arts, entertainment and recreation 14 
Agriculture, forestry and fishing  15 
Public administration, defense, compulsory social security 16 
Manufacturing, manufacture of goods 17 
Transportation and storage 18 
Other 88 
 
 
62s. Which industry does your company belong to? ar062s 
a070s 
Short free text  
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Page 43: Your current employment situation  
 
63 How many hours per week are stipulated in your contract (excluding 
overtime)? 
 
 No fixed working time 1 ar063a 
a071a 
Hours per week ................. 2 ar063 
a071 
SOEP 2017 I 79 
 
64 And how many hours do you generally work, including any overtime? ar064 
a072 
Hours per week .................  
SOEP 2017 I 80 
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Page 44: Your current employment situation  
65 What was your average monthly gross earnings last month? 
If you received extra income such as vacation pay or back pay, please do not include this. 
Gross earnings mean income before deduction of taxes and social security 
 
 No information given 1 ar065a 
a073a 
Gross earnings (in euros) ................... 2 ar065 
a073 
SOEP 2017 I 97 
 
66 What was your average monthly net earnings last month? 
 
If you received extra income such as vacation pay or back pay, please do not include this. 
 
Net earnings mean income after deduction of taxes, social security, and unemployment 
and health insurance. 
 
 No information given 1 ar066a 
a074a 
Net earnings (in euro) ................... (Continue with question 68) 2 ar066 
a074 
SOEP 2017 I 97 
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Page 45: Your current employment situation  
67 Would you tell us, if any, what category your monthly net earnings are 
in? 
ar067 
a075 
Less than 500 euros  1 
500 to less than 1000 euros  2 
1000 to less than 1500 euros  3 
1500 to less than 2000 euros  4 
2000 to less than 2500 euros  5 
2500 to less than 3000 euros  6 
3000 to less than 4000 euros  7 
4000 to less than 5000 euros  8 
5000 to less than 7500 euros  9 
7500 Euro and more  10 
SOEP 2017 I 97 
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Page 46: Your current employment situation  
 
68 Does this job correspond to the occupation for which you were 
trained? 
ar068 
a076 
Yes  1 
No  2 
Still in education or training  3 
I have not been trained for a particular occupation  4 
SOEP 2017 I 53 
  
287
  
 
 
Page 47: Your current employment situation  
 
69 What has changed in relation to your employer as a way of moving to 
Germany? Your current employer is... 
ar069 
a077 
... the same employer as in the country in which you lived  1 
... a subsidiary of the last employer in the country in which you lived  2 
... a completely different employer than in the country in which you lived 
(Continue with question 71) 
 3 
Not applicable (Continue with question 71)  -2 
 
70 Have you been sent by your employer? ar070 
a078 
Yes  1 
No  2 
 
 
71 Do you have a fixed-term or permanent employment contract ar071 
a079 
Permanent contract  1 
Fixed-term contract  2 
Not applicable/Do not have an employment contract  -2 
SOEP 2017 I 60 
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Page 48: Your current employment situation  
72 In your position at work, do you supervise others? In other words, do 
people work under your direction? 
ar072 
a080 
Yes  1 
No (Continue with question 74)  2 
SOEP 2017 I 63 
 
[Opens if 72=1] 
73 How many people work under your direction? ar073 
a081 
                                
SOEP 2017 I 64 
 
74 Approximately how many people does the company employ as a 
whole? 
 
This does not include, if necessary, the local permanent establishment. 
ar074 
a082 
Less than 5 employees  1 
From 5 up to, but less than 10 employees  2 
From 10 up to, but less than 20 employees  3 
From 20 up to, but less than 100 employees  4 
From 100 up to, but less than 200 employees  5 
From 200 up to, but less than 2000 employees  6 
2000 or more employees  7 
SOEP 2017 I 62 
 
75 If you compare your professional situation with the one before you left the 
country where you lived, how do you generally assess the situation in the 
following areas? 
 
 Much better than 
in .cr001.shown 
Better About 
the 
same 
Worse Much worse than in 
the "cr001.shown" 
Not 
applicable 
 
Your wages 1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ar0751 
a0831 
Your career 
opportunities 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ar0752 
a0832 
The safety of your 
workplace 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ar0753 
a0833 
Your decision-
making skills 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ar0754 
a0834 
(Continue with question 113) 
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Page 49: Your current employment situation  
 
[Block Self-employed/freelancers] 
76 What is your current position/occupation? 
 
Please state the exact job title, i.e. not "entrepreneur", but: "head of a metalworking 
company", not "freelancer", but: "lawyer". 
If you do not know the German name, please try to rewrite the profession. 
ar076 
a084 
     
 
 
 
SOEP 2017 I 52 SOEP or previously IAB BAMF 2016 146 or SOEP Migrants First Survey 2015 91 
 
77 Which industry does your company belong to? 
Please select only one answer option.   
ar077 
a085 
Construction  1 
Mining, quarrying  2 
Energy and water supply  3 
Provision of financial and insurance services  4 
Provision of professional, scientific and technical 
services 
 5 
Provision of other service activities  6 
Provision of other economic services activities 
(administrative and support service activities) 
 7 
Education (and childcare)  8 
Accommodation and food service activities  9 
Human health and social work activities  10 
Real estate activities  11 
Wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor vehicles 
and consumer goods 
 12 
Information and communication  13 
Arts, entertainment and recreation  14 
Agriculture, forestry and fishing   15 
Public administration, defense, compulsory social 
security 
 16 
Manufacturing, manufacture of goods  17 
Transportation and storage  18 
Other  88 
 
 
77s. Which industry does your company belong to? ar077s 
a085s 
Short free text   
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Page 50: Your current employment situation  
 
78 How many employees do you have? 
If you have more than one professional activity, please answer the following 
questions only for your current main occupation. 
ar078 
a086 
None  1 
1-9  2 
10 or more  3 
SOEP-2017-I | 57 
 
79 Does this job correspond to the occupation you were trained? ar079 
a087 
Yes  1 
No  2 
Still in education or training  3 
I have not been trained for a particular occupation  4 
SOEP 2017 I 53 
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Page 51: Your current employment situation  
 
 
80 What is your average monthly gross profit?  
 No information given 1 ar080a 
a088a 
Gross profit (in euros) was …………………... 2 ar080 
a088 
 
81 What is your average monthly net profit?  
 No information given  1 ar081a 
a089a 
Net profit (in euros) was ………………………  (Continue with question 83) 2 ar081 
a089 
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Page 52: Your current employment situation  
 
 
82 Would you tell us, if any, what category your average monthly net 
profit is in? 
 
ar082 
a090 
Less than 500 euros  1 
500 to less than 1000 euros  2 
1000 to less than 1500 euros  3 
1500 to less than 2000 euros  4 
2000 to less than 2500 euros  5 
2500 to less than 3000 euros  6 
3000 to less than 4000 euros  7 
4000 to less than 5000 euros  8 
5000 to less than 7500 euros  9 
7500 Euro and more  10 
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Page 53: Your current employment situation  
 
83 If you compare your professional situation with the one before you left the 
country where you lived, how do you generally assess the situation in the 
following areas? 
 
 Much better than in 
the country 
.cr001.shown 
Better About 
the same 
Worse Much worse 
than in the 
country 
Not 
applicable 
 
Your earning 
opportunities 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ar0831 
a0911 
Support from public 
authorities 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ar0832 
a0912 
Entrepreneurial 
framework conditions 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ar0833 
a0913 
(Continue with question 113) 
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Page 54: Your current employment situation  
 [Block to not employed] 
84 Have you been working since your arrival in Germany? ar084 
a092 
Yes  1 
No  2 
 
85 Do you intend to obtain (or resume) employment in the future? ar085 
a093 
No, definitely not (Continue with question 87)  1 
Probably not  2 
Probably  3 
Yes, definitely  4 
Don't know (Continue with question 87)  -2 
SOEP 2017 F34 
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Page 55: Your current employment situation  
 
86 When, approximately, would you like to start working? ar086 
a094 
As soon as possible  1 
Within the coming year  2 
In the next 2 to 5 years  3 
In more than 5 years  4 
SOEP 2017 F35 
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Page 56: Your current employment situation  
 
87 If you were currently looking for a new job: Is it or would it be easy, 
difficult or almost impossible to find an appropriate position? 
ar087 
a095 
Easy  1 
Difficult  2 
Almost impossible  3 
I don't know  -2 
SOEP 2017 F37 
 
88 If you compare your current personal situation with the one before you left 
the country where you lived, how do you generally assess the situation in 
the following areas? 
 
 Much better than 
in the country 
"cr001.shown" 
Better About 
the 
same 
Worse Much better than 
in the country 
"cr001.shown" 
Not 
applicable 
 
 
Your chances of 
finding a job 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ar0881 
a0961 
Your chances of 
finding a job that 
suits your education 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ar0882 
a0962 
Your protection as an 
unemployed 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ar0883 
a0963 
(Continue with question 113) 
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Page 57: Your current employment situation  
 
[Block to pensioners] 
89 Are you currently receiving retirement benefits such as a statutory old-
age pension or state pension, a widow’s pension or an incapacity 
pension?? 
ar089 
a097 
Yes  1 
No  0 
NEPS SC6 Wave 8: 301 
 
90 Why did you retire?   
 
Please tick everything that is true. (Multiple nominations possible) 
 
Reaching the legal age limit 0/1 ar0901 
a0981 
Fulfillment of the eligibility requirements for an old-age pension 0/1 ar0902 
a0982 
Fulfillment of the eligibility requirements for an occupational pension 0/1 ar0903 
a0983 
Received offer for an early retirement scheme 0/1 ar0904 
a0984 
Has been terminated (e.g. early retirement benefits, unemployment benefit, etc.) 0/1 ar0905 
a0985 
Due to my poor health 0/1 ar0906 
a0986 
Due to the poor health of family members or friends 0/1 ar0907 
a0987 
To retire at the same time as spouse or partner 0/1 ar0908 
a0988 
To spend more time with the family 0/1 ar0909 
a0989 
To enjoy life 0/1 ar09010 
a09810 
Other reason .............................. 0/1 ar09011 
a09888 
SHARE EP064 
 
 
91s. Why did you retire? ar0901s 
a09888s 
Long free text   
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Page 58: Your current employment situation  
 
91 Many people are also employed during retirement, often in form of a 
secondary employment. What about you? 
ar091 
a099 
I am currently working.  1 
I intend to start working (Continue with 
question 93) 
 2 
I am not interested in working (Continue with 
question 94) 
 3 
Based on NEPS SC6 wave 8: 306 
 
Filter: currently in employment 
92 There are several reasons why people are working during their retirement. 
To what extent are the following reasons true for you? 
One reason is ... 
 
 Does not 
apply at all 
Does rather not 
apply 
Does rather 
apply 
Does apply 
completely 
 
... to continue to earn money. 
1 2 3 4 
ar0921 
a1001 
... to feel needed 
1 2 3 4 
ar0922 
a1002 
... to socialize with other people. 
1 2 3 4 
ar0923 
a1003 
... recognition and appreciation. 
1 2 3 4 
ar0924 
a1004 
... sharing knowledge and 
experience. 
1 2 3 4 
ar0925 
a1005 
… that I enjoy working. 
1 2 3 4 
ar0926 
a1006 
... to have a regular daily routine. 
1 2 3 4 
ar0927 
a1007 
... further development and 
further education. 
1 2 3 4 
ar0928 
a1008 
... to stay mentally fit. 
1 2 3 4 
ar0929 
a1009 
Based on TOP, Welle1, X304 
(Continue with question 113) 
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Filter: employment intended 
93 There are several reasons why people want to work during their retirement. 
To what extent are the following reasons true for you?  
One reason is ...  
 
 Does not 
apply at all 
Does rather not 
apply 
Does rather 
apply 
Does apply 
completely 
 
... to continue to earn money. 
1 2 3 4 
ar0931 
a1011 
... to feel needed. 
1 2 3 4 
ar0932 
a1012 
... to socialize with other people. 
1 2 3 4 
ar0933 
a1013 
... recognition and appreciation. 
1 2 3 4 
ar0934 
a1014 
... sharing knowledge and 
experience. 
1 2 3 4 
ar0935 
a1015 
… that I enjoy working. 
1 2 3 4 
ar0936 
a1016 
... to have a regular daily routine. 
1 2 3 4 
ar0937 
a1017 
... further development and 
further education. 
1 2 3 4 
ar0938 
a1018 
... to stay mentally fit. 
1 2 3 4 
ar0939 
a1019 
Based on TOP, Welle1, X304 
(Continue with question 113) 
 
Filter: not currently interested in gainful employment 
94 To what extent are the following reasons true for you? 
During my retirement, I don’t want to work anymore because… 
 
 Does not 
apply at all 
Does rather 
not apply 
Does rather 
apply 
Does apply 
completely 
 
... I don't enjoy working. 
1 2 3 4 
ar0941 
a1021 
... I have no opportunities in the 
labor market. 
1 2 3 4 
ar0942 
a1022 
... I have health problems. 
1 2 3 4 
ar0943 
a1023 
... I have to look after a sick or 
dependent person. 
1 2 3 4 
ar0944 
a1024 
... I want to spend more time with 
my family. 
1 2 3 4 
ar0945 
a1025 
... I want more time for myself. 
1 2 3 4 
ar0946 
a1026 
... it is not financially necessary. 
1 2 3 4 
ar0947 
a1027 
... I have worked enough. 
1 2 3 4 
ar0948 
a1028 
Based on TOP, Welle1, X309, X310 
(Continue with question 113) 
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Page 59: Your current employment situation  
 
[Block to students] 
95 Are you currently attending university or school? ar095 
a103 
I am attending university  1 
I am attending school (Continue with question 113)  2 
Based on NEPS Starting Cohort 5, Wave 8, F2 
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Page 60: Your current employment situation  
 
96 What degree does your current studiy lead to? ar096 
a104 
Bachelor  1 
Master  2 
State examination  3 
Doctorate/Ph.D.  4 
Other university degree  5 
Based on NEPS Starting Cohort 5, page 5. 
 
97 How many semesters (including the current semester) have you been 
enrolled in a university? 
 
This refers to the semesters in your current studies plus, if true, semesters 
completed in another study, as well as semesters on leave and practical 
semesters. 
 
If you are studying in a different study structure (e.g. with trimesters), try to 
convert this according to the semester logic (2 semesters per year). 
ar097 
a105 
 
.......... 
  
Based on NEPS Starting Cohort 5, page 7. 
 
98 And how many semesters (including the current semester) have you 
been enrolled in your current studies? 
 
If you are studying in a different study structure (e.g. with trimesters), try to 
convert this according to the semester logic (2 semesters per year). 
ar098 
a106 
 
.......... 
  
Based on NEPS Starting Cohort 5, page 7. 
 
99  Are your current studies in Germany a stay abroad while studying at a 
foreign university or are you mainly studying at the current university? 
ar099 
a107 
Stay in Germany while studying at a foreign university   1 
Studies are mainly carried out at the current university in Germany (Continue 
with question 102) 
  2 
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Page 61: Your current employment situation  
 
100  Is your current stay abroad in the country where you live in 
mandatory in your curriculum? 
ar100 
a108 
Yes  1 
No, it was not mandatory, but it was supported by 
the course structure (e.g. a mobility or practical 
semester) 
 2 
No, it was not mandatory and was not supported 
by the course structure 
 3 
I don't know  -2 
Based on DAAD Student Survey 2017, B4 
 
101  Is your current stay in Germany part of one of the following 
organized mobility programs? 
ar101 
a109 
Tempus  1 
ERASMUS (MUNDUS)  2 
LINGUA  3 
Other mobility program  4 
No  5 
I don't know  -2 
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Page 62: Your current employment situation  
 
[Back to all students!] 
102  How do you finance your studies? 
 
(Multiple nominations possible) 
 
Parental support 
0/1 ar1021 
a1101 
BaföG/student grant 
0/1 ar1022 
a1102 
Educational credit/student loan 
0/1 ar1023 
a1103 
Scholarship (e.g. study foundation, party-affiliated foundation, religious 
foundation, etc.) 
0/1 ar1024 
a1104 
Employment before/during studies 
0/1 ar1025 
a1105 
Other 
0/1 ar10288 
a11088 
I don't know 
0/1 ar10298 
a11098 
Based on SOEP 2014 F 147 
 
103  If you compare your current personal situation with the one before you 
left the country where you lived, how do you generally assess the situation 
in the following areas? 
 
 Much better than 
in the country 
"cr001.shown" 
Better About 
the 
same 
Worse Much worse than 
in the country 
"cr001.shown" 
Not 
applicable 
 
The quality of classes 
in general 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ar1031 
a1111 
The teaching of 
practical vocational 
skills 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ar1032 
a1112 
The teaching of skills 
to work 
independently 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ar1033 
a1113 
The costs to 
study/Tuition 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ar1034 
a1114 
The reputation of 
universities 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ar1035 
a1115 
The Mentoring of 
students 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ar1036 
a1116 
Based on NEPS Starting Cohort 5, page 369. 
(Continue with question 113) 
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Page 63: Your current employment situation  
 
[Block of people in apprenticeship, vocational training/continuing education, further training] 
104  In which professional field do you complete your training? 
 
Please indicate the exact job title, i.e. not "commercial employee", but: 
"forwarding clerk", not "worker", but: "machine metalworker". 
If you do not know the German name, please try to describe your profession. 
ar104 
a112 
     
                                                                                                                                        
. 
 
 
 
SOEP 2017 I 52 SOEP or previously IAB BAMF 2016 146 or SOEP Migrants First Survey 2015 91 
 
 
 
105  Which industry does your company belong to? 
Please select only one answer option.   
ar105 
a113 
Construction  1 
Mining, quarrying  2 
Energy and water supply  3 
Provision of financial and insurance services  4 
Provision of professional, scientific and technical 
services 
 5 
Provision of other service activities  6 
Provision of other economic services activities 
(administrative and support service activities) 
 7 
Education (and childcare)  8 
Accommodation and food service activities  9 
Human health and social work activities  10 
Real estate activities  11 
Wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor 
vehicles and consumer goods 
 12 
Information and communication  13 
Arts, entertainment and recreation  14 
Agriculture, forestry and fishing   15 
Public administration, defense, compulsory social 
security 
 16 
Manufacturing, manufacture of goods  17 
Transportation and storage  18 
Other  88 
 
 
105s. Which industry does your company belong to? ar105s 
a113s 
Short free text   
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Page 64: Your current employment situation  
 
106 How many hours per week are stipulated in your contract (Excluding 
overtime)? 
 
 No fixed working time 1 ar106a 
a114a 
Hours per week: ................. 2 ar106 
a114 
SOEP 2017 I 79 
 
107 And how many hours do you generally work, including any overtime? ar107 
a115 
Hours per week: .................  
SOEP 2017 I 80 
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Page 65: Your current employment situation  
108 What was your average monthly gross earnings last month? 
If you received extra income such as vacation pay or back pay, please do not include this. 
Gross earnings mean income before deduction of taxes and social security 
 No information given 1 ar108a 
a116a 
Gross earnings (in euros) ................... 2 ar108 
a116 
SOEP 2017 I 97 
 
109 What was your average monthly net earnings last month? 
 
If you received extra income such as vacation pay or back pay, please do not include this. 
 
Net earnings mean income after deduction of taxes, social security, and unemployment and health 
insurance. 
 No information given 1 ar109a 
a117a 
Net earnings (in euro) ................... 2 ar109 
a117 
SOEP 2017 I 97 
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Page 66: Your current employment situation  
 
110 What has changed in relation to your employer as a way of moving 
to Germany?  
 Your current employer is ... 
ar110 
a118 
... the same employer as in the country in which you lived  1 
... a subsidiary of the last employer in the country in which you lived  2 
... a completely different employer than in the country in which you lived  3 
It's not applicable for me.  -2 
 
111 Approximately how many employees does the company employ as 
a whole? 
 
This does not refer to a local unit of the company, but to the entire company. 
ar111 
a120 
Less than 5 employees  1 
From 5 up to, but less than 10 employees  2 
From 10 up to, but less than 20 employees  3 
From 20 up to less, but than 100 employees  4 
From 100 up to less than, but 200 employees  5 
From 200 up to, but less than 2000 employees  6 
2000 or more employees  7 
SOEP 2017 I 62 
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Page 67: Your current employment situation  
 
112 If you compare your current professional situation with the one before 
you left Germany, how do you generally assess the situation in the following 
areas? 
 
 Much better than 
in the country 
"cr001.shown" 
Better About 
the 
same 
Worse Much worse than 
in the country 
"cr001.shown" 
Not 
applicable 
 
The quality of your 
training or further 
education in general 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ar1121 
a1221 
The cost of your 
training or further 
education 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ar1122 
a1222 
Your wage 1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ar1123 
a1223 
Your career 
opportunities 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ar1124 
a1224 
The safety of your 
workplace 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ar1125 
a1225 
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Page 68: Your current financial situation  
 
Now we are interested in the financial situation of your budget as a whole. 
 
113 Which of the descriptions on this card comes closest to how you 
feel about your household’s income nowadays? 
ar113 
a123 
Living comfortably on present income  1 
Coping on present income  2 
Finding it difficult on present income   3 
Finding it very difficult on present income  4 
ESS 2016 HINCFEL F42 
 
114 If you compare your current financial situation with the one before you 
left Germany, how do you generally assess the situation in the following 
areas? 
 
 Much better than in 
the country 
"cr001.shown" 
Better About 
the same 
Worse Much worse than in 
the country 
"cr001.shown" 
Not 
applicable 
 
Your standard 
of living 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ar1141 
a1241 
Your personal 
income 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ar1142 
a1242 
Your household 
income 
1 2 3 4 5 -2 
ar1143 
a1243 
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Page 69: General questions about your personality 
 
Now we have a few general questions about you. 
 
115 Please indicate your gender: ar115 
a125 
Male  1 
Female  2 
 
116  Please indicate your year of birth: ar116 
a126 
 
Drop - Down (1940-2002). 
 
  
 
 
117 Were you born in Germany? ar117 
a128 
Yes (Continue with question 119)  1 
No  2 
 
[Open if 117=2] 
118  When did you first move to Germany? ar118 
a129 
 
Drop Down [2018-1940] 
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Page 70: General questions about your personality 
 
119 Do you have the German citizenship? ar119 
a130 
Yes  1 
No (Continue with question 121)  0 
 
[Opens if 119=1] 
120 How did you acquire the German citizenship? ar120 
a131 
By birth  1 
By the status as a (late) emigrant (in his own 
person or as a family member of late emigrants) 
 
2 
Through naturalization  3 
Adoption by German parents / a German parent  4 
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Page 71: General questions about your personality 
 
121 Which type of degree/certificate/diploma did you obtain? (for 
foreign degrees please indicate German equivalent)? 
Please specify only the highest school degree achieved! 
ar121 
a132 
I do not have a school degree (Continue with 
question 124) 
 1 
Secondary school degree  2 
Intermediate school degree  3 
Technical college entrance qualification 
(completion of a technical secondary school) 
 4 
Abitur (university entrance qualification)  5 
Other school degree, namely .............  88 
SOEP 2017 I F22 
 
 
121s. What other type of degree/certificate/diploma did you obtain? ar121s 
a132s 
Short free text   
SOEP 2017 I F22 
 
 
[Opens if 121 is nonzero 1] 
122 Did you obtain this school degree/certificate/diploma in Germany? ar122 
a133 
Yes  1 
No, in the country in which I lived , 'cr001.shown' 
(Continue with question 124) 
 0 
No, in another country (Continue with question 
124) 
 2 
Based on ALWA (asinaus) 
 
[Opens if 122=1] 
123 Did you attend a school in any country other than Germany for at 
least one month during your school? 
ar123 
a134 
Yes  1 
No  0 
Based on ALWA (asat) 
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Page 72: General questions about your personality  
 
124 Did you finish vocational training or university/higher education? ar124 
a135 
Yes  1 
No (Continue with question 128)  0 
SOEP migrant sample F151 with focus on in Germany; SOEP 2017 F17 with focus on 31.12.2015. 
 
[Opens if 124=1] 
125 What kind of training or degree was this (please indicate the 
German equivalent for foreign degrees)? 
Please indicate only the highest level of education or study attained! 
ar125 
a136 
Doctrine  1 
Vocational school, commercial school, school of health care  2 
Technical School  3 
Civil servant training  4 
University of Applied Sciences, Vocational Academy  5 
University  6 
Other university degree  7 
Doctorate, Ph.D.  8 
Other degree  88 
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Page 73: General questions about personality  
 
126 Did you obtain this degree in Germany? ar126 
a137 
Yes  1 
No, in the country in which I lived, 
'cr001.shown' (Continue with question 128) 
 0 
No, in another country (Continue with question 128)  2 
 
[Opens if 126=1] 
127 Did you complete at least one month of your training or study 
abroad? 
ar127 
a138 
Yes  1 
No  0 
Based on ALWA (abat) 
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Page 74: Information about your partner  
 
[Block: Information about your partner (If question 49 = yes)] 
 
 
[Opens if 128=1] 
129 What kind of training or degree was this (please indicate the 
German equivalent for foreign degrees)? 
Please indicate only the highest level of education or study attained! 
ar129 
a142 
Doctrine  1 
Vocational school, commercial school, school of health care  2 
Technical School  3 
Civil servant training  4 
University of Applied Sciences, Vocational Academy  5 
University  6 
Other university degree  7 
Doctorate, Ph D  8 
Other degree  88 
I don't know  98 
 
  
128 Did you partner finish vocational training or university/higher 
education? 
ar128 
a141 
Yes  1 
No (Continue with question 130)  0 
I don't know  98 
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Page 75: Information about your partner  
 
130 Is your partner currently in employment? What describes his or her situation 
best (in the last seven days)? 
Please specify only the activity that best describes the situation of your partner. If 
they are pursuing more than one activity, please indicate the activity for which 
they spend the most time. 
ar130 
a143 
Working full-time  1 
In part-time employment  2 
Self-employed / freelance  3 
Low or irregular employed  4 
On maternity leave / parental leave  5 
Retired / Pension / Early retirement  6 
Housemaker  7 
In vocational training / continuing education  8 
unemployed  9 
Student (School or University)  10 
Other  88 
I don't know  98 
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Page 76: Some questions about your parents  
 
[Back to everyone!] 
 
131 In which country were your parents born?  
 Germany In the country where I lived 
"cr001.shown" 
Other country [Please 
specify] 
I don't 
know 
 
Father 1 2 3 -2 ar1311 
a1441 
Mother 1 2 3 -2 ar1312 
a1442 
 
[Opens if  131.1= 3] 
1311s. Please tell us the country of birth of your father: ar1311s 
a1441s 
..........................................   
 
[Opens if  131.2= 3] 
1312s. Please tell us the country of birth of your mother: ar1312s 
a1442s 
..........................................   
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Page 77: Some questions about your attitudes, personality and well-being  
 
Here are some questions about your attitudes towards different topics, your personality 
and your well-being. These individual perspectives and experiences can be naturally quite 
different in humans. It is of particular interest to our project to learn more about this 
diversity. 
 
 
132 How would you describe your current health? ar132 
a145 
Very good  1 
Well  2 
Satisfactory  3 
Less good  4 
Bad  5 
SOEP 2017 I F 158 
 
133 The following statements apply to different attitudes towards life and 
the future. To what degree to you personally agree with the following 
statements? 
 
Please answer according to the following scale: 1 means disagree completely, and 7 
means agree completely. 
 
 Disagree 
completely 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Agree 
completely 
7 
 
How my life goes 
depends on me 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
ar1331 
a1471 
One has to work hard 
in order to succeed 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
ar1332 
a1472 
I frequently have the 
experience that other 
people have a 
controlling influence 
over my life 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
ar1333 
a1473 
What a person 
achieves in life is above 
all a question of fate or 
luck 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
ar1334 
a1474 
SOEP I 2015 5; Selection of four items based on the "Internal-Externale-Control-Conviction-4 (IE-4)" 
instrument; cf. Kovaleva, Beierlein, Kemper, & Rammstedt of GESIS 
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Page 78: Some questions about your attitudes, personality and well-being  
 
134 How often do you …  
 Very 
often 
Often Sometimes Rarely Never  
… miss the company of others? 
1 2 3 4 5 
ar1341 
a1481 
… feel left out? 
1 2 3 4 5 
ar1342 
a1482 
… feel socially isolated? 
1 2 3 4 5 
ar1343 
a1483 
SOEP 2017 I F7 
 
135 And now we want to know how strongly you feel connected to certain 
places or regions and their citizens. 
How strongly do you feel connected to... 
 
 Strongly 
identifying 
Rather 
identifying 
Rather not 
identifying 
Not identifying at 
all 
 
... your municipality (city) in 
Germany and its citizens. 
1 2 3 4 
ar3151 
a1494 
... Germany as a whole and its 
citizens. 
1 2 3 4 
ar1352 
a1497 
... your former municipality (city) in 
the country where you lived 
have 'cr001.shown' and their 
citizens. 
1 2 3 4 
ar1353 
a1495 
... the country in which you have 
lived, 'cr001.shown' as a whole and 
its citizens. 
1 2 3 4 
ar1354 
a1496 
... of the European Union and its 
citizens. 
1 2 3 4 
ar1355 
a1498 
Based on Allbus 2016 F121 
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Page 79: Some questions about your attitudes, personality and well-being  
 
136  Are you generally a person who is willing to take risks or do you try to 
avoid taking risks? 
 
Please answer on the following scale, where the value is 0 “not at all willing to take 
risks“ and the value 10 “very willing to take risks”. You can use the values in 
between to downgrade your assessment. 
ar136 
a150 
  
not at all willing to take risks
    
Very willing to take risks  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
            
SOEP-I 2017 F5 
 
137  In conclusion, we would like to ask you about your satisfaction with life in 
general. 
How satisfied are you with your life, all things considered? 
 
Please answer again on the following scale, where 0 means "completely 
dissatisfied" and 10 means "Completely satisfied". You can use the 
values in between to downgrade your assessment. 
ar137 
a151 
completely 
dissatisfied 
completely satisfied  
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
            
SOEPI 2017    205 for question part 1. 
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Page 80: Feedback  
 
138 If you have any comments about the survey, please use the following box. 
You can tell us here what you noticed or went through your mind during the 
survey. This can be suggestions, hints, additional information, concerns or 
simply your opinion. We will try to use these hints and include them in the 
following waves of interviews. 
ar138 
a152 
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Page 81: Re-contact  
We want to get a better understanding of how the lives of people who go abroad or move 
to Germany from abroad develop. Therefore, we would like to ask you again about your 
life situation. Next time we would contact you in about half a year. 
 
1 Do you agree that we may contact you again as part of our project? 
Yes  
No  
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Page 82: Re-contact  
We want to get a better understanding of how the lives of people who go abroad or move 
to Germany from abroad develop. Therefore, we would like to ask you again about your 
life situation. Next time we would contact you in about half a year. 
 
 
2 Do you agree that we may contact you again as part of our project? 
Yes  
No  
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Page 83: Re-contact  
 
3 In order to reach you as easily and easily as possible, we would like to contact you via e-mail 
in the future. 
Please provide an e-mail address that will best reach you: 
 
Your e-mail address will be used by us only to contact you as part of our project. It will be kept 
strictly confidential and will not be passed on to third parties. It will not be merged with your 
information from the online questionnaire. 
 
Short free text  
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Page 84: Re-contact  
4 Even if contacting via e-mail is particularly straightforward and easy, this connection may 
not work. 
Would you be willing to provide additional contact information in such cases? 
 
Your contact information will be used by us only to contact you as part of our project. It will be 
kept strictly confidential and will not be passed on to third parties. It will not be merged with your 
information from the online questionnaire. 
 
Yes  
No, I don't want to provide any more contact information.  
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Page 85: Re-contact  
5 Please enter the contact information here:  
Your landline number  
Your mobile phone number  
an alternative mobile phone number (if available)  
Your alternate e-mail address (if available)  
 
6 We would be pleased if you would also provide us with your postal address, where we can 
contact you. In order for us to have complete information, we ask you to not only give us 
your address, but also your first and last name: 
Name  
Surname  
Address addition (if necessary)  
Street and house number  
Postal code  
City  
Country  
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Page 86: Re-contact  
7 You did not provide an e-mail address. Alternatively, we would like to contact you by phone 
if necessary. Please provide the relevant information here: 
Your landline number  
Your mobile phone number  
An alternative mobile phone number (if available)  
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Page 87: Re-contact  
 
8 You did not provide an e-mail address. Alternatively, we would like to contact you by phone 
if necessary. Please provide the relevant information here: 
Your landline number  
Your mobile phone number  
An alternative mobile phone number (if available)  
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Page 88: Re-contact  
9 We would be pleased if you would also provide us with your postal address, where we can 
contact you. In order for us to have complete information, we ask you to not only give us 
your address, but also your first and last name: 
 
Name  
Surname  
if necessary, address addition  
Street & House Number  
Postcode/ Postcode  
City  
Country  
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Page 89: Re-contact  
10 It is a pity that we are not allowed to contact you again. There may be many reasons for this. 
If you like, here is the opportunity to give us a brief hint as to why you have made your 
decision. Such information is particularly valuable to us in terms of future studies. Thank you 
very much. 
 
Long free text  
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Page 90: Raffle 
11 Thank you for taking the time to answer our questions. 
 
As a small "thank you" for your support, we will give away a total of 20 x 500 € among all 
participants in February 2019! Would you like to take part in the raffle? 
The winners will be notified after the draw scheduled for February 2019. You will then be able to 
decide whether your prize should be transferred to you as a winner (via PayPal*), whether you 
want an Amazon voucher, or whether you want to donate your prize to a non-profit organization. 
 
The transfers are planned as PayPal money transfers for data protection and cost reasons. If you 
would like to transfer money to a bank account, please let us know when you announce your 
profit. 
 
Legal redress is excluded. Participation is only possible once per person, participants in the study 
are excluded. The winners will be drawn by a notary. Further information can also be found on the 
homepage www.studie.international-mobil.de in February 2019. 
Yes, I would like to take part in the raffle  
No, I don't want to take part in the raffle  
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Page 91: Raffle 
12 In order for us to inform you in the event of a profit, we need appropriate contact 
information from you. For this purpose, please provide us with a valid and up-to-date e-mail 
address, through which we can contact you, and if necessary, also provide us with your 
name and telephone number for any queries: 
 
The provision of your contact details will be treated strictly confidentially and will not be passed 
on to third parties. 
E-mail address  
First and last name  
Telephone number  
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Page 92: Thank You 
13 Thank you for taking the time to answer our questions. You can choose between the 
following options: 
Amazon Voucher  
Transfer via PayPal  
Donation for a charitable purpose (an organization can be chosen by you from a preselection)  
I would like to do without the 'thank you'  
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Page 93: Amazon  
14 In which country or amazon platform would you like to redeem the voucher? 
 
Please note: Unfortunately, the Amazon voucher is not available in all countries. 
Please also note that the actual voucher value in countries outside the European currency area 
also depends on the respective exchange rates and additional fees, and therefore there may be 
discrepancies. 
Germany (amazon.de)  
Australia (amazon.au)  
Brazil (amazon.com.br)  
China (amazon.cn)  
France (amazon.fr)  
Canada (amazon.ca)  
India (amazon.in)  
Italy (amazon.it)  
Japan (amazon.co.jp)  
Mexico (amazon.com.mx)  
Netherlands (amazon.nl)  
Austria (amazon.at)  
Spain (amazon.es)  
United Kingdom (amazon.co.uk)  
United States (amazon.com)  
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Page 94: Amazon  
 
15 In order to send you the voucher, we need your contact information. 
 
For this purpose, please provide us with a valid and up-to-date e-mail address, through which we 
can contact you, and if necessary, also provide us with your name and telephone number for any 
queries: 
 
The provision of your contact details will be treated strictly confidentially and will not be passed 
on to third parties. 
The voucher will be sent to you within the next 14 days. Please understand that shipping 
may be delayed in the event of a large volume. 
E-mail address  
First and last name  
Telephone number  
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Page 95: Amazon 
 
16 In order to send you the voucher, we need your contact information. 
 
For this purpose, please provide us with a valid and up-to-date e-mail address, through which we 
can contact you, and if necessary, also provide us with your name and telephone number for any 
queries: 
 
The provision of your contact details will be treated strictly confidentially and will not be passed 
on to third parties. 
The voucher will be sent to you within the next 14 days. Please understand that shipping 
may be delayed in the event of a large volume. 
E-mail address  
First and last name  
Telephone number  
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Page 96: PayPal  
 
17 In order to send you our "Thank you" in the amount of 10 Euro via PayPal, we need your 
contact information. For this purpose, please provide us with a valid and up-to-date e-mail 
address, through which the money transfer can be processed via PayPal. Please also give us 
your name and phone number for any queries: 
 
PayPal will contact you using the e-mail address provided. By providing your e-mail address, you 
agree that we will forward it to PayPal for the purpose of transferring funds. 
The information provided to your contact details will be kept strictly confidential and will not be 
associated with your answers in the survey. 
Please also note: In order to receive our "Thank you", it may be necessary to set up a PayPal 
account (if not already available). For more information on bank transfers via PayPal, please call 
www.paypal.com. 
The transfer to your PayPal account will be made within the next 14 days. Please 
understand that the transfer may be delayed in the event of a large amount of money. 
E-mail address  
First and last name  
Telephone number  
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Page 97: Donation 
18 Please select one of the following organizations/initiatives to which we should submit your 
donation of 10 euros: 
From February 2019, you can find out about the total amount of donations we have transferred to 
the respective organizations on our homepage (www.studie.international-mobil.de) 
UNICEF (www.unicef.de) 
Doctors Without Borders (www.aerzte-ohne-grenzen.de) 
German Nature Conservation Association (www.nabu.de) 
German Cancer Aid (www.krebshilfe.de) 
Stiftung Deutsche Sporthilfe (www.sporthilfe.de) 
Viva con Agua (www.vivaconagua.org) 
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